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IRON HONEY RESOURCE AREA 
Record Of Decision 

Kootenai & Shoshone Counties, Idaho 

I.  Brief Description of My Decision 

This decision is the culmination of an effort by the Idaho Panhandle National Forests to address ecosystem 
restoration needs in the Little North Fork Coeur d’Alene River watershed. This Record of Decision documents 
my selection of management activities that will occur in the Iron Honey Resource Area of the Coeur d'Alene 
River Ranger District. The project area consists of approximately 21,600 acres of National Forest System 
lands located at the headwaters of the Little 
North Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River. The Iro n Honey Res ource Area 
Forest Service administers all but 193 Vicinity Ma p 
acres of land within the Resource Area. 
There is an 82-acre parcel of private land 
at the mouth of Iron Creek, with 111 acres 
of patented mining claims in the Prospector 
Creek drainage east of Honey Mountain. 

The scope of this environmental impact 
statement was determined through public 
scoping and agency analysis, in 
accordance with the requirements of 40 
CFR 1508.25. The scope of the actions 
includes only those site-specific, on-the-
ground activities addressed by the FEIS 
and this decision document. The FEIS is 
not a general management plan for the 

C olumbia R iver Basin 

No rt h er n Idah o 

Li tt l e No r t h Fo r k 

Co e ur d ’ Al en e River 

C o eu r d ’ A le n e 

River Ba si n 

Upper Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River

Basin. Figure 1.  Iron Honey Resource Area Vicinity Map.


I have chosen to implement Alternative 8, described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), to 

achieve the necessary vegetative and watershed restoration goals. In response to public concerns identified 

during field visits and review of the FEIS, I have identified specific modifications to Alternative 8: Units 1, 2 

and 3 have been dropped and Units 7, 9 and 10 have been reduced in size to address concerns that 

harvest would occur in stands that may have some characteristics of old growth. Deferring harvest in these 

units will give us time to gather additional information and ensure that the best available stands of old growth 

are retained to meet Forest Plan standards. The remaining harvest units do not include stands with old growth 

characteristics.  The trade-offs of these modifications are discussed further for each resource in Section V,

Activities and Effects Under the Selected Alternative. 


Table 1 summarizes activities under the Selected Alternative and displays the differences between Alternative

8 as analyzed in the FEIS and Alternative 8 as modified (the Selected Alternative). Throughout this decision 

document, information provided for the Selected Alternative refers to Alternative 8 with the modifications I have 

identified here, unless specifically stated. Please refer also to the enclosed Selected Alternative and 

Transportation System maps. 


In addition to the activities identified below, we analyzed the effects of implementing activities identified as

“opportunities” – projects that could complement and improve resource conditions if funding becomes 

available, but not mandatory for project implementation.  A description of these specific opportunities is

provided in Attachment B.
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Table 1.  Comparison of Alternative 8 as analyzed in the FEIS and as modified for the Selected Alternative. 

Feature 
Alternative 8 

as analyzed in 
the FEIS 

Alternative 8 with 
modifications 

(Selected Alternative) 
Difference 

Watershed recovery treatments 
Miles of roadbed recontoured (obliterated) 
# of channel crossings removed 
# of culverts upgraded 
Miles of stream stabilization work 

76 
176 
21 
5 

76 
176 
21 
5 

No change 
No change 
No change 
No change 

Proposed harvest (acres) 
Clearcut w/ Reserve Trees 
Commercial Thinning 
Shelterwood Harvest 
Selective (for instream use) 

Total acres of harvest proposed 

0 
0 

1,900 
230 

2,130 

0 
0 

1,408 
230 

1,638 

No change 
No change 
-492 acres 
No change 
-492 acres 

Planting (white pine/western larch) 1,900 1,408 -492 acres 

Yarding systems (acres) 
Skyline 
Tractor 
Helicopter 

1,690 
440 

0 

1,297 
111 

0 

-393 acres 
-329 acres 
No change 

Estimated timber harvest volume* 
Cunits (hundreds of cubic feet) 
Million board feet (MMBF) 

57,400 
27.0 

37,100 
17.5 

-20,300 CCF 
-9.5 MMBF 

Proposed Road Work (Miles) 
Permanent road construction (miles) 
Temporary road construction (miles) 
Road reconstruction (miles) 
Number of new stream crossings 

0.2 
4.0 
30 
2 

0.2 
2.0 
29 
1 

No change 
-2.0 miles 

-1 mile 
-1 crossing 

Additional acres of allocated recruitment 
old growth 1,380 1,380 No change 

Fuel treatment (underburning) 1,340 986 -422 acres 

Under the Selected Alternative, I am authorizing the following activities: 

• 	 Watershed restoration:  Improve water quality and riparian habitat by obliterating approximately 76 
miles of roads not needed for the long-term transportation plan, removing 176 culverts, upgrading 21 
culverts, and stabilizing 5 miles of stream channels.  Approximately two-tenths of a mile of road 
construction is associated with this watershed restoration, to allow removal and relocation of a section 
of road that is encroaching on a stream channel. Also, selective harvest will occur on an estimated 
230 acres to provide wood for instream stabilization work. 

• 	 Vegetative restoration: Improve the long-term health and vigor of forest stands through the use of 
shelterwood timber harvest followed by planting of the more resilient species of white pine and western 
larch seedlings on approximately 1,408 acres in the project area. Approximately 2 miles of temporary 
road construction and 29 miles of road reconstruction will occur in association with this vegetative 
restoration. One new stream crossing may be needed to access a unit. 

• 	 Old growth recruitment:  Increase the amount of interior forest and old growth habitat by allocating 
approximately 1,380 acres of additional stands for management as recruitment old growth. 

• 	 Fuels reduction:  Reduce fire hazard and potential fire severity and prepare sites for planting through 
the use of underburning in the harvest units (approximately 986 acres). 

• 	 Monitoring:  Monitor to measure how well we implement the above activities, how well the activities 
are achieving the effects we predicted, and long-term trends resulting from our actions. 

Each of these activities is discussed in more detail in Section V. Activities and Effects Under the Selected 
Alternative. Activities will be implemented through commercial timber sales, stewardship contracts, and service 
contracts, as discussed in Section XI. Implementation. 
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I have made this decision based on how well the Selected Alternative addresses the purpose and need for action; 
its’ consistency with the goals and findings of Forest Service policy and legal mandates; how well it responds to 
the environmental issues and concerns identified by the public, other agencies, and Forest Service resource 
specialists; and the effects of the Selected Alternative in comparison to other alternatives considered. 

II.  Project Background 

Early miners and settlers arrived in the 

Coeur d'Alene River Basin about 1870. 

The forests were largely made up of white 

pine, western larch, and ponderosa pine, all

sturdy, long-lived trees species that could 

withstand natural levels of insects and 

diseases, and the fires that occasionally 

burned through the area. During the first 

half of the century, loggers built splash 

dams and flumes to remove timber from the 

hillsides. This made removing the timber 

easier, but was damaging to streams and 

their watersheds. 


Although large fires occurred in the Coeur

d'Alene River Basin in the late 1800’s and 

early 1900’s, this area escaped the worst of 

the fires, which resulted in an abundance of

large white pine that attracted the logging

industry. It was in the early 1900’s that we

first began to see white pine blister rust in

this area. Blister rust is a fungal disease 

that appears as cankers on the branches or

trunks of the trees, weakening and 

eventually killing the tree. Early efforts 

were made to control the disease, but had 

limited success, and the battle against 

blister rust continues. In the 1930’s and 

1940’s, a logging railroad extended into the Figure 2.  Iron Honey Resource Area Overview Map.

Iron and Honey Creek watersheds, allowing 
the valuable timber to be marketed 
nationwide. 

Starting in the 1950’s, roads were built throughout the area to haul out the timber using trucks. The roads 
opened up the forest and (since they were often built in the valley bottoms) resulted in further damage to the 
streams. At many locations, culverts were installed so the road could cross the stream. Often these culverts 
created a barrier to fish that would normally have migrated upstream to spawn. 

With plenty of deer, elk, and other game animals, hunters have long found success in the area. Roads and 
trails leading to streams and shady campsites have enticed visitors to the forests. In recent decades, more 
affordable ATV’s and snowmobiles have made the area a popular destination year round. 

In October 1996, the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District began an assessment of the headwaters of the 
Upper Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River. The assessment considered current resource conditions and 
public uses in the area, and identified concerns relating to those resources and conditions. The assessment 
resulted in a number of proposed activities that could maintain or improve resource conditions in the area. 
Through internal and public scoping the District identified key issues and developed six alternative 
management strategies. These alternatives were analyzed in detail and the environmental effects disclosed in 
the Iron Honey Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), distributed to the public in April 2000. The DEIS 
was available to the public for 45 days of review and comment. Revisions to the DEIS were then made based 
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on public comment and additional analysis, including development of a new alternative (Alternative 8). The 
Final EIS (FEIS) was provided to the public in December 2001 for 30 days review. My decision was made 
following a thorough review of the FEIS and public comments received regarding the proposal. 

III. Issue Identification and Alternative Development 

This section describes the process used to identify issues, determine the purpose and need for action, and 
develop alternatives. The flow chart below helps to depict the process described in this section. 

Envi ro n men ta l 
Asse ssme nt a t the 
Wa te rshe d S c a l e 

Inte rn a l & 
Pu bli c 

S c opi ng 
Iden ti f y I ssu es 

Iden ti f y 
Pu rpose a n d 

Need f or 
Ac ti on 

In tegrated S c i enti fic 

A sse ssme n t f o r the 
Inte ri or Co lu mbi a Ba si n 
Re po rt, a n d G eo gra phi c 

A sse ssme n t o f the 

Coeu r d’ Alen e Riv er 
Ba si n 

D eci si on 

A n alyze pu blic 
commen ts, sc i e ntific 

i nforma ti on , an d 
consi stenc y wi th 

la w s an d po li ci e s 

Publ i c 

revi ew an d 

di s cuss i on 

De v elo p 
Alte rn ati v es 

Figure 3.  Issue Identification and Alternative Development Flow Chart. 

III. A.  Identification of Issues 

The project team used the 6-step process outlined in the “Federal Guide to Watershed Analysis -
Environmental Analysis at the Watershed Scale” (USDA Forest Service, August 1995) to focus on proposed 
activity areas, describe current conditions, and identify possible treatment alternatives. Documentation related 
to the process is provided in the project files (“Alternative Development”). These findings were then presented 
to the public as we sought their input into the proposal. During scoping, they helped to identify current uses, 
problem areas, and ideas for managing the area. The following table briefly identifies the activities that 
occurred during the scoping process for the Iron Honey project. Greater detail is provided in Attachment E 
(Public Involvement and Comment). 

Table 2.  Overview of Public Involvement Activities During Scoping. 

Activity iming 
Notice in the IPNF Quarterly Schedule of Proposed Actions 
News Release to area newspapers announcing public field trip 
Letter to interested members of the public regarding public field trip 
Field visit with members of the public 
Letter to interested public sharing field trip discussions 
Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS published in the Federal Register 
Legal notice in the newspaper of record announcing intent to prepare an EIS 
Letter to interested public providing an update on the project 
Field visit with US Fish & Wildlife Service 
Letter to interested public providing an update on the project 

October 1996 to present 
September 24, 1997 
September 24, 1997 

October 4, 1997 
November 6, 1997 

March 6, 1998 
March 6, 1998 
April 2, 1998 

October 8, 1998 
March 17, 1999 

T

These activities identified issues pertinent to this proposal, helped drive the development of alternatives and 
highlighted environmental concerns as discussed further in Sections III.C. Development of Alternatives, and 
Section V, Comparison of Activities and Effects Under the Selected Alternative. The issues addressed in detail 
in the FEIS included: 
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• Aquatic resources and fisheries (including 303(d) Water Quality Limited Stream Segments) 
• Vegetative resources (including old growth) 
• Soils 
• Fire/Fuels 
• Wildlife 
• Recreation opportunities 
• Scenic values 
• Financial considerations 

In addition to these nine issues, the Ecology Center and Kootenai Environmental Alliance emphasized the 
importance of the cumulative effects analysis, which is addressed through the documentation of effects in the 
FEIS (Chapter III), rather than as a separate issue. 

Based on the assessment of effects and public comment, we determined that most other issues could be 
adequately mitigated or addressed by design features or other aspects of the proposed activities. These 
include Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive plant species, specific Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive 
wildlife species, noxious weeds, air quality, heritage resources, grazing allotments, and public safety. That’s 
not to say these issues weren’t considered or discussed in the EIS; they simply did not warrant extensive 
discussion, as briefly described in the FEIS (Appendix A, “Issues Not Addressed in Detail”). For more 
information regarding concerns identified by other agencies and members of the public, please refer to 
Attachment E. 

III. B. Identification of the Purpose And Need For This Project 

In addition to the issues identified during scoping, we used two key sources of information to identify the 
purpose and need for this project. The first is the “Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem 
Management in the Interior Columbia Basin,” published in 1996 and used as a basis for evaluating the 
conditions in the Little North Fork watershed in comparison to the trends and conditions in the Interior 
Columbia River Basin. The assessment covered the Columbia River Basin in Washington and Oregon east of 
the crest of the Cascade Mountains, most of Idaho, and small portions of Utah, Nevada, and Montana for a 
total of 145 million acres. The scientific findings from this assessment show that the river basins of the Idaho 
Panhandle National Forests have a low level of overall ecological integrity primarily due to past timber harvest 
and the construction of transportation systems (Integrated Scientific Assessment, page 113).  In the 
assessment, the Iron Honey Resource Area is within an ecosystem type identified as “Forest Cluster 4,” with 
the following conclusion: “Fuel management is a priority for maintenance of hydrologic function in these 
subbasins. Aquatic integrity is judged low or moderate. Recovery of both aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems 
requires active and intensive restoration efforts. These subbasins have high restoration potential with much to 
gain and relatively little to lose.”  The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project is discussed in 
the FEIS, pages II-3 and II-4. 

The second key source of information we used in developing the purpose and need was a watershed 
assessment for the Coeur d’Alene River basin completed in February 1998, entitled “Toward an Ecosystem 
Approach: An Assessment of the Coeur d’Alene River Basin.” This document, referred to as the “Geographic 
Assessment,” provided information regarding the ecological conditions specific to the Coeur d’Alene River 
Basin. The recommendations and strategies presented in the Geographic Assessment were based on three 
major groups of findings: 1) social and economic, 2) landscape and terrestrial, and 3) aquatic. The findings of 
the assessment are consistent with the findings of the Upper Columbia River Basin findings at the next scale 
down. The Geographic Assessment identified the Upper Little North Fork as having priority for both vegetative 
and watershed restoration, with the aquatic restoration needs focused in Honey and Hudlow Creeks 
(Geographic Assessment, page 65). The vegetative and aquatic restoration activities that will occur under the 
Selected Alternative are consistent with the recommendations and strategies of the Geographic Assessment. 
The Geographic Assessment is discussed in greater detail in the FEIS (page II-6). 

These larger scale studies provide a comprehensive picture of the existing conditions, and identify those 
ecosystems that present the greatest need for restoration. This also helps us understand the cumulative 
effects of our actions. 
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Another source of information was the Northern Region Overview and Summary (USDA April 1999), discussed 
in the FEIS on pages II-4 and II-5.  The Northern Region Overview findings conclude that there are multiple 
areas of concern in the Northwest Zone of the Region, but that "this subregion holds the greatest opportunity 
for vegetation treatments and restoration with timber sales.  From a social and economic standpoint, using 
timber harvest for ecological restoration would be a benefit to the many communities which still have a strong 
economic dependency, more so than in other zones in the Region. Aquatic restoration should be focused on 
specific needs based on the zone aquatic restoration strategy."  The timber management (timber harvest) tool 
best fits with the forest types in northern Idaho and is essential, for example, to achieve the openings needed 
to restore white pine and larch, and maintain upland grass/shrub communities (Northern Region Overview 
Summary, page 9). The activities that will occur under the Selected Alternative are consistent with the findings 
and recommendations of the Northern Region Overview. 

We concluded from the information contained in these documents that the Upper Little North Fork Coeur 
d'Alene River watershed was a priority for both vegetative and watershed restoration.  Using this information 
and the issues identified by the public during scoping, we identified four primary purposes for this project: 

1. Improve water quality and riparian habitat. 

2. Trend the vegetative species composition toward historical levels, which included species 
more resistant to insects and disease. 

3. Increase age-class diversity and reduce old-growth fragmentation. 

4. Reduce fire hazard and potential fire severity. 

Further discussion of the conditions that led to identification of these as the primary purposes is provided under 
the issues in Sections V.A. (Aquatic Resources), V.B. (Vegetation Resources), and V.C. (Fire/Fuels). 

III.C.  Development of Alternatives 

Development of Alternatives Considered in Detail 

Working with the public and other agencies, we used information from larger area studies (discussed in 
Section III.B), current condition data in the Iron Honey Resource Area, and public comments to develop 6 
possible scenarios to address the Purpose and Need for Action in managing the Iron Honey Resource Area 
(we later developed an additional alternative based on public recommendations – please refer to the 
“Development of New Alternatives Considered in Detail” discussion in this section). The 6 initial alternatives 
are described briefly below (Alternative 4 was an alternative considered but eliminated from further study, as 
discussed later in this document). A summary comparison of management activities that would occur under 
each alternative is provided in the table that follows the alternative descriptions. 

� Alternative 1 is the No-Action Alternative, under which we would virtually walk away from the area 
for the time being in terms of forest management – none of the proposed vegetative or watershed 
restoration activities would be implemented, and management would continue at the same level as in 
the past. For example, road management and maintenance would continue as guided by the District’s 
Travel Plan. Groomed snowmobile routes would remain as they are.  Future projects, such as forest 
management, watershed restoration, or wildlife habitat improvement, could be proposed in the area. 
Consideration of a No-Action Alternative is required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

� Alternative 2 proposed a combination of timber harvest, fuels treatment, and watershed restoration 
activities. This alternative would promote white pine and western larch forests on about 1,100 acres 
to more closely resemble their historical condition, using only the “shelterwood” harvest treatment and 
focusing on the Iron Creek drainage. 

� Alternative 3 proposed a combination of timber harvest, fuels treatment, and watershed restoration 
activities. Clearcut harvests would occur on about 290 acres (in 5 to 10-acre openings), and thin 
stands of western larch on about 140 acres. Under this alternative we would treat a relatively small 
portion of the watershed, but would need to re-enter the area at regular intervals for long-term tending 
(such as thinning) of these treated stands in the coming years. 
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� Alternative 5 also proposed a combination of timber harvest, fuels treatment, and watershed 
restoration activities, and is the most aggressive of the alternatives in terms of vegetative restoration. 
Timber harvest (including clearcut, shelterwood harvest, and commercial thinning) and fire would be 
used over a large portion of the Iron and Solitaire Creek watersheds (approximately 4,340 acres) 
within a period of about 5 years, but then we would stay out of the project area for at least 30 to 40 
years (this is referred to as a “pulse” approach). On page II-14 of the FEIS, the “pulse” approach to 
forest management is described as when disturbances occur over a relatively short period of time and 
at lengthy intervals, allowing an ecosystem to return to its original (historic) processes or hydraulic 
condition between each disturbance. The original intent was to create a proposed action, and a set of 
alternatives that concentrated the disturbances of tree removal, reforestation, and watershed 
rehabilitation into a short time span, and at a scale commensurate with the natural disturbance 
patterns.  Due to other constraints invoked by law and regulation, it was not feasible to implement the 
scale of natural disturbance patterns in the Iron Honey Resource Area.  This left the other part of a 
pulse disturbance, the temporal concentration of disturbance, the only likely approach given our desire 
to more closely mimic natural processes. Alternative 5 came closest to the scale of historic 
disturbance, with about 4,300 acres of regeneration harvests, but this still does not accurately 
represent the historic patterns, where vegetation was changed on the scale of hundreds of thousands 
of acres in the Coeur d'Alene River Basin (described in the FEIS, pages III-85 and III-86). 

� Alternative 6 was developed to address the aquatic issues discussed in Section V.A.1 (Aquatic 
Resources Issues), and in response to comments from Mike Mihelich (Kootenai Environmental 
Alliance) and Sara Denniston (Idaho Rivers United and Idaho Conservation League), who 
recommended focusing only on watershed restoration activities, with no commercial timber harvest or 
activities to reduce forest fuels.  Under this alternative, we would selectively remove individual trees 
across approximately 380 acres to provide large pieces of wood to put into certain streams as part of 
the watershed restoration work. 

� Alternative 7 proposed a combination of timber harvest, fuels treatment, and watershed restoration 
activities very similar to Alternative 2, except that where Alternative 2 would depend entirely on 
shelterwood harvests to mimic extensive fires that occurred in the area historically, Alternative 7 would 
also use clearcutting and commercial thinning. The use of clearcutting in 5 to 10 acres patches is 
intended to mimic the mixed severity fires that create small openings more amenable to natural 
regeneration of white pine and western larch. These small openings would be located in stands 
where root disease is a major problem and in lodgepole pine stands where growth has stagnated. 
The commercial thinning is intended to mimic the low intensity fires that kill small diameter trees that 
are not fire resistant (such as Douglas-fir and hemlock), clearing out the understory and providing 
better growing conditions for fire-resistant white pine and western larch. 

Please refer to Table 12 for a summary comparison of the activities proposed under each alternative. 

Development of Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Study 

Based on information gathered during scoping, three additional alternative concepts were identified by the 
project interdisciplinary team but dismissed from further study, as discussed briefly below: 

• 	 Extensive use of only prescribed fire (Alternative 4):  This alternative was eliminated from further 
consideration because it will not meet the purpose and need identified for the area and would result in 
unacceptable environmental impacts to area resources. The large-scale application of fire would likely result in a 
substantial increase in water yields and consume commercially valuable timber.  Also, disease-resistant white 
pine would not be restored unless planted in the area, which would require a considerable amount of funding 
while the financial value of commercial timber in the burned areas would be lost. 

• 	 Extensive use of even-aged harvest units not exceeding 40 acres: Although extensive use of units 40 acres 
and less in size would help meet the objective of restoring white pine to the area, it would also lead to more stand 
fragmentation and require an extensive road system to allow stand tending in the years to come.  Further 
development of this alternative was halted because additional fragmentation is contrary to the purpose and need 
for the Iron Honey Resource Area. 
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• 	 Extensive use of uneven-age management tools: This alternative would not help trend the watershed toward 
improvement over the long term because an extensive road system will be required for stand tending (entries 
would need to occur every 20 years or so); nor would this alternative meet the objective of restoring white pine to 
the area. Therefore, this alternative was not developed further because it would not meet the purpose and need 
for the Iron Honey Resource Area. 

Development of New Alternatives Considered in Detail 

Existing conditions in the project area represent the effects of past activities. We analyzed the direct effects 
(those caused by the action and occurring at the same time and place), indirect effects (caused by the action 
but later in time or further removed in distance), and cumulative effects (effects of the activities when added to 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions). We documented our analysis in a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and presented our findings to the public for their review. The 
following table summarizes the public involvement activities that occurred during review of the DEIS. 

Table 3.  Overview of Public Involvement Activities During DEIS Review. 

Activity Timing 
DEIS sent to interested public for 45 days review 
Legal notice in the newspaper of record announcing availability of the DEIS 
Notice of Availability of the DEIS published in the Federal Register 
Letter to interested public providing an update on the project 
Presentation to Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 
Presentation to Kootenai Environmental Alliance (KEA) 
News article in the Coeur d'Alene Press regarding presentation to KEA 
Field visit with members of the public 
Presentation to U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and congressional staffs 

April 12, 2000 
April 14, 2000 
April 21, 2000 

January 25, 2001 
April 20, 2001 
June 7, 2001 
June 8, 2001 
June 8, 2001 
June 8, 2001 

During review of the DEIS, members of the public provided comments that helped further define the analysis of 
effects and proposed activities, and which led to the development of Alternative 8.  These people liked the 
watershed restoration of Alternative 6, but realized there wouldn’t likely be enough funding to get the work 
done. As a compromise, we took most of the watershed restoration of Alternative 6 and some of the 
vegetative restoration and fuels reduction activities from Alternative 2 to develop a new alternative for 
consideration: 

� Alternative 8 proposed a combination of vegetative restoration, fuels treatment, and watershed 
restoration activities. The objective is to restore the forest to more closely resemble the historical 
conditions within both the Iron Creek and Solitaire Creek watersheds and the face drainages of the 
Upper Little North Fork Coeur d’Alene River, while financing a good portion of watershed restoration. 
The primary tool to accomplish this is timber harvest followed by replanting of resilient species such as 
white pine and western larch.  As under Alternative 2, all of the commercial harvest would be done 
using the shelterwood method. As under Alternative 6, selective harvest would occur on about 230 
acres so that we would have the large wood pieces we need to put into streams to improve fish 
habitat. 

Based on what we heard from the public and additional information we gathered, we prepared a Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) that thoroughly described the resources and uses of the Iron Honey 
Resource Area, the options for management, and our predictions as to the consequences of our actions. The 
following table identifies public involvement activities that occurred during review of the FEIS. For more 
information related to the public review period and public comments, please refer to Attachment E of this 
decision document. 
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Table 4. Overview of Public Involvement Activities During FEIS Review. 

Activity Timing 
Field visit with representatives of environmental organizations, forest industry, media 
FEIS sent to interested public for 30 days review 
Presentation to Trout Unlimited and North Idaho Fly Casters 
Legal notice in the newspaper of record announcing availability of the FEIS 
News article in the Spokesman-Review announcing availability of the FEIS 
Notice of Availability of the FEIS published in the Federal Register 
Presentation to Four County Natural Resource Committee, Coeur d'Alene Chamber of 

Commerce, Idaho Department of Environmental Quality, KEA representatives 
Presentation to Shoshone Natural Resources Committee (SNRC) 
National Public Radio interview (District Ranger Joe Stringer) 
News article in the Shoshone News-Press regarding presentation to SNRC 
News article in the Coeur d'Alene Press regarding presentation to SNRC 
Presentation at the Sportsman’s Breakfast sponsored by Idaho Fish & Game 

November 8, 2001 
November 21, 2001 
November 26, 2001 
November 28, 2001 
November 30, 2001 
December 1, 2001 

December 5, 2001 
December 11, 2001 
December 12, 2001 
December 12, 2001 
December 15, 2001 
December 18, 2001 

Public comments received during the FEIS review period primarily reiterated previous concerns, in some 
cases providing additional detail or further discussion. No new issues or alternatives were identified based on 
public comments, although public comments did result in modifications to the amount and location of activities 
that will occur and how activities will be implemented under the Selected Alternative.  Modifications are 
described on page 1 of this decision; other changes are included for each resource in Section V, Comparison 
of Activities and Effects Under the Selected Alternative. Responses to comments received during the FEIS 
review are provided in Attachment E, with copies of each letter submitted. 

IV. Rationale for My Decision 

I have decided to implement Alternative 8 with the specific modifications identified on page 1 of this decision. 
Alternative 8, identified as the preferred alternative in the FEIS, was developed in response to comments from 
the public, other government agencies, and internal reviews. As explained in Sections IV, V, VI and VII of this 
ROD, the Selected Alternative best addresses the combination of aquatic restoration needs and the vegetation 
restoration needs we have identified, and provides the financial means to accomplish our objectives better 
than any other alternative. The Selected Alternative provides the opportunity to put into practice the 
recommendations from studies such as the Interior Columbia River Basin Ecosystem Management project and 
the Coeur d’Alene River Basin Geographic Assessment, while furthering Forest Plan goals and objectives. 

It is my opinion that Alternative 8, as modified, best addresses all four primary purposes of this project. It 
provides the best opportunity for long-term improvement in water quality and riparian habitat through extensive 
watershed recovery treatments and provides the financial means to accomplish these objectives. Through 
harvest of fir and hemlock on 1,408 acres and replanting with white pine and larch, we begin to trend 
vegetative species toward historic levels. These species are also more resistant to root diseases and other 
pathogens, leading to improved age class diversity and old forest structure when considering the additional 
acres of allocated recruitment old growth. We also make progress in reducing fire hazard and potential fire 
severity on 1,408 acres. 

As modified, Alternative 8 is still within the range of alternatives considered in the FEIS in terms of the scope of 
the proposal and the predicted environmental consequences. I did not choose to implement one of the other 
alternatives for the reasons described below. 

Alternative 1 (No-Action):  Since no new activities would be implemented in the Iron Honey Resource Area 
under this alternative, there would be no short-term impacts to resources such as aquatics, soils, and wildlife, 
or to recreational opportunities. However, the No-Action Alternative would not meet any of the identified needs 
for watershed restoration, vegetative restoration or fuels reduction, and the long-term trend in declining forest 
and watershed health would continue, making this the least beneficial of all alternatives. For these reasons, I 
did not select Alternative 1 for implementation. 

Alternative 2:  This alternative would accomplish a combination of watershed and vegetative restoration 
activities, but to a lesser extent than the Selected Alternative.  In addition, vegetative restoration (using the 
shelterwood harvest method) would only occur in the Iron Creek drainage, not treating other stands in need of 
restoration. For these reasons, I did not select Alternative 2 for implementation. 
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Alternative 3:  This alternative would accomplish some watershed and vegetative restoration activities, but to 
a much lesser extent than other alternatives. No stream stabilization work would occur. Harvest treatment 
methods would be primarily clearcuts, with some commercial thinning. Because only a small portion of the 
Resource Area would be regenerated each entry, similar stand-level harvests could be anticipated every 10 to 
15 years. In order to display a range of effects for comparison, no additional recruitment old growth would be 
allocated under Alternative 3, which would not address the identified wildlife habitat needs. For these reasons, 
I did not select Alternative 3 for implementation. 

Alternative 5:  This alternative would provide the greatest trend in vegetation composition toward historic 
levels. Alternative 5 is much less likely than Alternative 8 to generate revenues sufficient to fund the road and 
stream restoration activities (FEIS, pages III-205 to 208). Alternative 5 poses greater risks to fisheries than 
Alternative 8 (FEIS, pages III-60 to III-72) and does not provide near the level of watershed recovery 
treatments offered by Alternative 8. For these reasons, I did not select Alternative 5. 

Alternative 6:  Alternative 6 would provide the most watershed restoration activities, followed by Alternative 8. 
Representatives from the Lands Council, Kootenai Environmental Alliance, and others have recommended we 
select Alternative 6. The road obliteration and instream channel work proposed under Alternative 6 would cost 
approximately $2.5 million and is dependent upon Congressional appropriations for funding (FEIS, pages III-
207, 208). From 1992 to 2001, an average of approximately $110,000 of appropriated funds per year was 
available to the Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District for watershed restoration activities across the district 
(FEIS, page III-208). Based on past and present budget allocations, it is highly unlikely that funding for 
Alternative 6 would be available. Without any vegetative restoration or fuels reduction activities, Alternative 6 
also fails to address the restoration needs for vegetation we have identified. Either of these reasons is 
sufficient for not selecting Alternative 6. 

Alternative 7:  This alternative was similar to Alternative 2, but would use a combination of harvest methods 
(primarily shelterwood, with some clearcutting and commercial thinning) and yarding methods (primarily 
skyline, with some tractor and helicopter yarding). At the time it was developed, Alternative 7 represented the 
middle ground between Alternatives 2 and 5. This alternative would accomplish less watershed and vegetative 
restoration than the Selected Alternative. Only 800 acres of recruitment old growth would be allocated, which 
is less than under the Selected Alternative. Because it would be less effective in meeting all facets of the 
Purpose and Need, I did not select Alternative 7. 

Additional rationale for the selection of Alternative 8 is included in the following sections. 

V. Activities and Effects Under the Selected Alternative 

For each resource, the following information is provided: 

• Issues: a brief description of the specific issues related to the resource 

• 	 Activities: a brief description of the specific activities (if any) that would occur under the Selected 
Alternative to address the resource-related issues 

• 	 Effects: a summary of effects on the resource under the Selected Alternative, including any change in 
effects as a result of the modifications to Alternative 8 (additional discussion of effects to each resource 
as a result of the modifications to Alternative 8 is provided in the Project Files (“Record of Decision”) 

• Measures: a description of measures (if any) identified to protect or enhance each resource 

• 	 Mitigation: identification of specific mitigation measures (if any) that will be required during 
implementation. These measures were identified after analyzing the potential effects of proposed 
activities, to reduce impacts to natural resources. These measures will be incorporated into the project 
design, timber sale contract, and other contracts and project plans. 

• 	 Public concerns: brief discussion of public concerns related to each resource. Additional discussion is 
provided in Section III. Issue Identification and Alternative Development, and in Attachment E, Public 
Involvement and Comments. 
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V.A. Aquatic Resources 

Aquatic Resources Issues 

�Aquatic resources and fisheries: 
During scoping, concerns related to aquatics 
and fisheries habitat were identified by the 
Forest Service and other agencies (including 
the Environmental Protection Agency and 
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality) 
as well as environmental organizations 
(Ecology Center, Kootenai Environmental 
Alliance, and Idaho Rivers United /Idaho 
Conservation League). 

Many watersheds in the Coeur d’Alene River 
Basin continue to recover from the residual 
effects of historic disturbances (such as large 
fires), as well as from ongoing human 
disturbances (such as timber harvest and road 
building). Water yields have changed over 
historic levels within the Upper Little North 
Fork Coeur d’Alene River, primarily due to 
extensive vegetative changes from logging 
and through the extension of channel 
networks associated with roading. 

Figure 4.  Location of the Iron Honey Project Area in the Little 
North Fork Coeur d'Alene River Drainage. 

The most serious process influencing the tributaries in the Upper Little North Fork is the failure of roads, road 
fills, and road channel crossings in close proximity to streams. Many roads in the analysis area have 
experienced failures, whether due to inadequate design or construction methods, a lack of maintenance, or the 
inevitable degradation over time. Typically, where instream failures or evidence of channel instability are 
found, upstream road-related failures that directly compromised the stream can also be found. Water quality, 
fish habitat, and riparian habitat can be improved by removing channel crossings and recontouring and/or 
scarifying, seeding, and constructing waterbars in the roadbeds of closed roads. 

The Geographic Assessment identified all principal tributaries in the Iron Honey Resource Area as “functioning 
at risk” (FEIS, page III-6), with the exception of Iron Creek, which is identified as “non-functioning.” 
Watersheds that are considered “functioning at risk” are the highest priority for aquatic restoration and 
protection. This issue helped drive the development and design of alternatives, including measures designed 
to protect or enhance aquatic resources. 

�§303(d) Water Quality Limited Stream Segments: The Little North Fork of the Coeur d’Alene River from 
the headwaters to Laverne Creek is a §303d-listed stream segment for flow alteration, habitat alteration and 
sediment. Under authority of the Clean Water Act, the EPA and States must develop plans and Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) objectives and plans designed to restore listed stream segments. Idaho 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) recently developed the “North Fork Coeur d'Alene Sub-basin 
Assessment and TMDLs” and submitted the package to the Environmental Protection Agency for approval. 
We are participating in development of the TMDL implementation plan, in partnership with Idaho Department of 
Lands and the USDI Bureau of Land Management. Specific features of the alternatives were designed to 
address this issue as part of the analysis of effects to aquatic resources. 

Watershed Restoration Activities Under the Selected Alternative 

Under the Selected Alternative, there are a total of 76 miles of road (currently closed to motorized use) that will 
be obliterated. These roads were considered as part of the District’s Access Management assessment and we 
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have determined that they are no longer needed for management of the area. The long-term health of the Iron 
Creek drainage will be greatly improved by removing stream crossings and streamside roads that are causing 
problems (please refer to the enclosed Transportation System maps). 

The lower sections of Roads 794 and 1532 are located in and across the Iron Creek riparian area, with several 
stream crossings (culverts). These sections of Road 794 and Road 1532 will be obliterated.  Because these 
roads are used year-round by the public and are part of the District’s groomed snowmobile trail system, we 
have identified replacement routes (please refer to the enclosed transportation system map). Roads 1560 and 
1550 will be opened to create a route between Horse Heaven and Crooked Ridge Road 258 to replace the 
Rablens Fork route (the upper end of Road 794) to Crooked Ridge. Colt Mountain Road 2346 will be 
upgraded and linked through to Argument Saddle and Road 1532. This new route allows the removal of the 
Moose Creek section of Road 1532, while still maintaining direct access to Argument Saddle from Horse 
Heaven. Approximately two-tenths of a mile of new road construction will be needed to make this change. 
These were considered to be the best replacement routes because they are nearby, don’t have culverts that 
would cause problems, and are located up on the hillside, away from streams. 

An estimated 176 culverts will be removed and 21 culverts upgraded.  Removing the drainage structure or 
upgrading (increasing the size of) a culvert reduces the chance that the culvert will fail. Reducing this risk 
results in long-term benefits to the stream channel. A total of approximately 5 miles of stream channels will be 
stabilized by reconstructing degraded stream reaches, adding pieces of large wood to channels, and planting 
native vegetation along streambanks and in the flood-prone area.  Restoring the stream channel pattern, 
profile and dimension will reduce sediment delivery from unstable streambanks over the long term. Increasing 
the amount of large woody debris will increase cover components and fish habitat. 

Selective harvest (thinning with excavator yarding) will occur on an estimated 230 acres to provide wood for 
the instream stabilization work just described. The areas to be harvested to provide wood for instream 
restoration activities have changed, since three of the wood sources were within Units 1, 2 and 3. These acres 
of selective harvest will occur instead in units already analyzed and approved for harvest in the Callis Creek 
area (off Road 436) under the Small Sales EIS and Record of Decision (USDA Forest Service, 2001). In 
addition, the location and length of temporary roads have changed (there will be 0.6 fewer miles under the 
Selected Alternative), as well as the location of culverts. The change in temporary road construction between 
Alternative 8 and the Selected Alternative is a net reduction of 0.6 miles. Specific sources of this wood are 
identified on the enclosed Selected Alternative map. For additional discussion of the transportation system, 
please refer to the enclosed “Existing Transportation System” map and Attachment C, which provides an 
overview of the long-term transportation system development and the Roads Analysis Process. 
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Effects of the Selected Alternative on Aquatic Resources 

Effects to aquatic resources under the Selected 
Alternative are slightly less than predicted than 
under Alternative 8 as described in the FEIS 
because of the modifications to harvest units 
under the Selected Alternative. 

As displayed in Figure 5, effects to water and 
fish habitat were measured at three scales: 

1. Individual watersheds (such as Tom Lavin 
Creek), 

2. the entire resource area (measured for the 
total Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River above 
Hudlow Creek), and 

3. an extended cumulative effects area, 
measured for the Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene 
River above Skookum Creek. 

Sediment yield:  Annual sediment loading is 
reported as the percent change above the 
estimated natural sediment yield for the same 
area. The current percent sediment yield is 
169% for the cumulative effects analysis area, 
and 187% for the extended cumulative effects 
analysis area. Effects to sediment yield under 
the Selected Alternative are slightly less than 
predicted for Alternative 8, due to the 
modification to temporary road construction 
(Project Files, “Record of Decision”). 

Figure 5.  Geographic scales of the aquatics analysis. 

At each of the three analysis points, there is the potential for slight increases in sediment over what would 
occur if we were to implement Alternative 1 or 6. These are not considered to be significant increases – the 
increase would not be measurable at a gauging station or by using a sampler. According to sediment 
guidelines (described in the FEIS, page II-30), if the increase over existing levels (represented by Alternative 1) 
is 10% or less, potential exists for an increase in sediment or delay of watershed recovery, but the increase 
would not likely be measurable.  The Selected Alternative is well within this guideline, with 0 to 7% increases in 
the tributaries, a 6% increase at the cumulative effects area, and a 3% increase at the extended cumulative 
effects area (Project Files, “Record of Decision,” and FEIS, Section 3.2.4). The watershed benefits from 
restoration activities such as road obliteration and instream improvement are greater than the potential impacts 
from management activities (FEIS, page III-31). 

Sediment delivery risk:  Risk of sediment delivery is most associated with failures at stream crossings and 
with road construction (both temporary and permanent).  Upgrading and/or removing stream crossings will 
reduce this risk (discussed in the FEIS, page II-32). The effects analysis considered the potential reduction of 
yearly sediment (estimated in tons per year) that could be delivered at the mouth of the stream or the 
downstream reach from the inventoried transportation system, including both system and non-system roads. 
Under the Selected Alternative, sediment delivery risk would be reduced by 929 tons per year. 

Stream channel crossings:  Removal of stream crossings (where appropriate) reduces the risk of increased 
sediment delivery in the future (discussed in the FEIS, page II-31). The Selected Alternative would remove 
176 crossings. 
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Peak flow: The modifications to Alternative 8 would reduce the potential direct effects to peak flows and 
stream velocities under the Selected Alternative (Project Files, “Record of Decision”).  According to peak flow 
guidelines (FEIS, pages II-32 and II-33), if the increase over existing levels (represented by Alternative 1) is 0 
to 5%, potential exists for an increase in peak flow or delay of watershed recovery, but the increase would not 
be measurable. If the increase is 5 to 10%, there is slight potential that there would be a measurable increase 
in peak flow or delay of watershed recovery. Under the Selected Alternative, there would be a 5 to 8% 
increase in tributaries, a 3% increase in peak flow for the total Little North Fork (above Hudlow Creek) and a 
2% increase for the Coeur d'Alene River (above Skookum Creek) over Alternatives 1 and 6, both of which 
would also result in slight increases over the current conditions (Final EIS, Section 3.2.4). Therefore, there 
would be no measurable increase in peak flow at the cumulative effects or extended cumulative effects scale. 

Net decrease in roads: The miles of road (road density) in the Iron Honey Resource Area would decrease as 
a result of watershed restoration activities, with the additional benefit of improving wildlife security. Of all 
alternatives, the Selected Alternative would result in the lowest open road density (1.4 miles per square mile) 
and total road density (1.7 miles per square mile). 

Reduction in encroaching road miles: There would be a net reduction in encroaching road miles of 3.6 
miles under the Selected Alternative. Reducing the miles of road that are encroaching upon streams is 
extremely important for maintaining the long-term viability of fish species, as well as maintaining terrestrial 
species that rely on riparian habitat. The primary risks associated with roads that encroach on stream 
channels and active flood-prone areas is that they often lead to modified hydraulics, such as increased 
velocities and flow patterns that speed up channel erosion. Encroaching road fills also prohibit establishment 
of bank stability, vegetation, and effective cover and habitat for fish. The direct effect of reducing the amount 
of road that is encroaching upon streams is reduced flow velocity.  Indirect effects include an increase in 
habitat complexity and fish carrying capacity. 

Removal of vegetation along streams: Maintaining riparian habitat helps trend conditions toward the large 
woody debris Riparian Management Objective identified by the Inland Native Fish Strategy. For this project, 
the amount of vegetative disturbance that would occur in the riparian area is a surrogate measurement for 
changes in stream temperature, habitat diversity, cover complexity, and channel stability. For consistency, 
riparian habitat was considered to be an average distance of 300 feet from fish-bearing streams, 150 feet from 
non-fish bearing streams, and 75 feet from intermittent streams. The modifications to Alternative 8 reduced 
the approximate feet of riparian vegetative disturbance in the Little North Fork Coeur d’ Alene River watershed 
(above Iron Creek) by 20 acres (from 185 to 165 feet).  For perspective, there are just over 78 miles 
(approximately 414,000 feet) of streams in the Iron Honey Resource Area. 

Increased fish passage: The placement of culverts at road crossings alters the ability of fish to utilize stream 
habitat above the culvert. The direct effects of modifying these culverts are increased fish passage. The 
indirect effects are movement of fish to portions of streams not previously used; however, replacement 
activities may also increase short-term sediment production. Over the long term, there would be an increased 
probability of persistence of Management Indicator Fish species (FEIS, page II-35). By removing culverts and 
stream crossings, the Selected Alternative will increase fish passage by 2.1 miles. Based on our analysis of 
effects, the fisheries scientist determined the project may effect bull trout populations or habitat, but will not 
likely trend toward federal listing of the species (Section VII.B. Endangered Species Act). US Fish and Wildlife 
Service has concurred with this determination (Attachment D). With the reduction in both harvest acres and 
miles of road construction, there are no measurable changes (either positive or negative) in the effect to the 
water resources or fisheries. Because these changes in effects are slight, there would be no change to the 
determination of effects to listed Threatened, Endangered or Sensitive fish species (Project Files, Biological 
Assessment). 

Measures to Protect or Enhance Aquatic Resources 

In development of the Selected Alternative, standards and guidelines of the Inland Native Fish Strategy were 
used specifically to protect water and aquatic biota within the Resource Area. Riparian Management 
Objectives and road management standards and guidelines were applied within the Resource Area boundary 
on those roads used for harvesting or hauling of timber. Streamside buffers will be applied along harvest units. 
The intent of the buffers are to meet the riparian management objectives of maintaining slope stability in 
potentially sensitive areas, maintain stream temperatures and provide a long-term supply of large woody 
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debris. Stream channel buffer widths are described in the FEIS, pages II-20 and II-21.  Instream work will be 
avoided prior to July 15 each year because it can cause increased sedimentation (fines) while the work is 
being conducted. Timing guidelines are used to reduce impacts to eggs and fry. 

Under Alternative 8, there were originally 2 potential stream crossings needed in the lower half of Unit 10. 
That portion of Unit 10 has been dropped under the modifications to Alternative 8. As a result of modifying 
Unit 9, 1 new temporary stream crossing may be needed on Road 1450L-UDT.  If needed, the period of time 
this crossing would be used would be as brief as possible followed by its removal, in order to minimize impacts 
to the stream. 

To minimize erosion and ensure compliance with State water quality standards, all road construction and 
timber harvest associated with the Iron Honey project will be completed using Best Management Practices. 
Monitoring of Best Management Practices has determined that recent projects on the Coeur d’Alene River 
Ranger District have been implemented as designed (USDA Forest Service, 2000, Idaho Panhandle National 
Forests Monitoring - 1999, p. 35). The Forest Service Handbook 2509.22 (Soil and Water Conservation 
Handbook) outlines Best Management Practices that meet the intent of the water quality protection elements of 
the Idaho Forest Practices Act. Many are standard provisions to timber sale contracts (USFS Timber Sale 
Contract - Division B, 2400-6). Activities will meet or exceed rules and regulations of the Idaho Forest 
Practices Act, Best Management Practices, and the Idaho Forestry Act and Fire Hazard Reduction Laws 
(1988). 

Review of research reports and published professional papers demonstrate that the Inland Native Fish 
Strategy reduces the risk of loss of inland resident native fish populations or negative impacts to their habitat 
on National Forest System lands in the assessment area (Inland Native Fish Strategy Decision Notice and 
Environmental Assessment, Appendix C). 

Mitigation to Reduce Effects to Aquatic Resources 

No mitigation measures are needed to reduce effects to aquatic resources, since effects would be so slight as 
to not be measurable at the cumulative effects and extended cumulative effects areas, as discussed earlier. 

Public Concerns Related to Aquatic Resources 

Nearly every one of the letters we received included comments emphasizing the need to protect our water 
resources (Attachment E, Public Involvement and Comments). Several commented specifically on water yield 
in the project area. Basically, the concern is that by removing the tree canopy in the project area, peak water 
flow will increase, causing erosion in streambanks and increasing the transport of heavy metals in the Coeur 
d'Alene River. According to those commenting, heavy metals would be transported through the Coeur d'Alene 
River system, Lake Coeur d'Alene, Spokane River, and to the Rathdrum Aquifer, where the heavy metals 
would pose a threat to drinking water use by residents of Spokane and surrounding areas. 

In response to these concerns, Rick Patten (IPNF Hydrologist and Watershed Program Leader) conducted a 
brief analysis and perspective (“Extended Cumulative Effects Analyses for the Iron Honey Analysis,” Patten, 
2002; Project Files, Record of Decision). Our analysis indicates the potential for a 2 percent increase in peak 
flows in the extended cumulative effects area as a result of canopy removal. The project area is located at the 
headwaters of the Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, and constitutes approximately 2 percent of the Coeur 
d'Alene River Basin. The following table provides a perspective of the project area, affected tributaries and the 
main river. 
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Table 5.  Overview of area and average annual peak flows for the Iron Honey Resource Area and cumulative 
effects analysis scales. 

Watershed Area Watershed 
Area (miles 2) 

Watershed Area Relative to the Coeur 
d’Alene River Basin (percent of 

Basin) 

Average Annual Peak 
Flow (cfs) 

Iron-Honey project area (Little North 
Fork Coeur d’Alene River at Hudlow 
Creek) 

34 879 

Project “cumulative effects” analysis 
area: Little North Fork Coeur d’Alene 
River above Skookum Creek 

77 5 838 

Little North Fork Coeur d’Alene River at 
mouth 

170 3,740 

North Fork Coeur d’Alene River above 
Little North Fork Coeur d’Alene River 

711 14,220 

North Fork Coeur d’Alene River 896 61 18,387 
South Fork Coeur d’Alene River 299 20 6,279 
Coeur d’Alene River near Cataldo 1,223 83 22,348 
Coeur d’Alene River at Harrison 1,475 100 28,025 

2 

1,

12 

48 

In this watershed area of approximately 34 square miles, project activities will remove about 70% of the 
canopy on an estimated 1,408 acres. Assuming a scenario where this increase in peak flows coincides with a 
similar flood response in the remaining 98% of the basin, the potential contribution of the project is 
approximately 0.046% of the maximum peak flows at Harrison, Idaho, where the Coeur d'Alene River enters 
Lake Coeur d'Alene.  The contribution is 0.055% at Cataldo, where the North and South Forks of the Coeur 
d'Alene River join the main stem of the Coeur d'Alene River. Given the natural variability in peak flows, and 
based on observations of USGS measurements of peak flows from 1912 to the present in the North Fork 
Coeur d'Alene River at Enaville, Patton concluded that this project does not present a measurable or potential 
risk of eroding streambanks along the Coeur d'Alene River, transporting heavy metals through the Coeur 
d'Alene River and Lake Coeur d'Alene, and polluting the drinking water of downstream users. 

DEQ has reviewed the FEIS and concluded that Alternative 8 is consistent with IDAPA 58.01.03.0545, which 
implements §303(d) of the Clean Water Act (Attachment E). The modifications to Alternative 8 (described on 
page 1 of this decision) will generate less short-term, localized fine sediment, thereby enhancing attainment of 
Clean Water Act objectives. Watershed restoration activities such as those that will occur under this project 
are a key component to the TMDL strategy for the Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River. 

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has also review the FEIS and concluded that it adequately 
disclosed the impacts and benefits from the Iron Honey project and adequately responded to their comments 
on the DEIS (Project Files, Public Involvement). 

We designed alternatives to protect water resources as much as possible during implementation of the 
vegetative restoration, watershed restoration, and other project activities. Based on our analysis, effects to 
water resources during project implementation are well within acceptable limits, and long-term effects to 
forests and streams will be beneficial to water resources. We recognize that area watersheds have been 
damaged by past activities. In fact, the watershed is in such poor condition that the limited risks assoicated 
with this project are far outweighed by the benefits of the restoration. 

V.B.  Vegetation Resources 

Vegetation Issues 

�Vegetative resources (including old growth): Western white pine and western larch (which are both long-
lived species more resilient to native insects and diseases and environmental conditions than other species) 
have significantly declined within the Coeur d’Alene River Basin as a result of white pine blister rust 
(introduced to the area in the early 1900’s) and timber harvesting. Timber harvests in the past tended to 
remove these species while leaving species such as grand fir, hemlock, and Douglas-fir. Aggressive fire 
suppression has allowed the encroachment of Douglas-fir and grand fir into the understories, creating much 
denser stands over larger areas, and increasing the potential for stand-replacing fires. Harvest of disease-
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prone species followed by regeneration of white pine and western larch within created openings will help 
restore these species within the analysis area.  Stands with a major component of these early seral species 
will also be more resistant to root diseases and stem decay and better able to achieve the long-term objectives 
of stand structures, size class and pattern that more closely match historical conditions. The Geographic 
Assessment identified all of the watersheds in the Iron Honey Resource Area as a high priority for vegetation 
restoration due to the effects of white pine blister rust, past harvest activities, and fire exclusion. 

Old growth has declined from a historic average of about 21 percent of the Coeur d'Alene River Basin to less 
than 4 percent.  This was generally the result of aggressive harvesting of white pine and larch, and the loss of 
white pine to blister rust. Today, old growth on National Forest System lands in the Coeur d’Alene Basin tends 
to be in areas not burned in the 1910 fires, and tends to be fragmented by past timber harvest and road 
construction. Therefore, wildlife in the Little North Fork drainage would benefit from increasing the size and 
connectivity (juxtaposition) of old growth blocks by allocating additional recruitment old growth, promoting 
western larch and white pine old growth, and promoting large residual trees. The vegetation-related issues 
helped drive development (and modification) of alternatives, including specific measures designed to protect or 
enhance forest vegetation, the old growth resource, and rare plants, as well as mitigation measures to reduce 
effects to Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive plants. 

Vegetation Restoration Activities Under the Selected Alternative 

Please refer to the enclosed Selected Alternative Map. Under the Selected Alternative, a total of 
approximately 1,408 acres (7% of the entire Resource Area) will be treated using the shelterwood regeneration 
harvest method to open the area up for planting of white pine and western larch (please refer to the enclosed 
Selected Alternative map). Distribution of the harvest includes approximately 799 acres (13%) of the Iron 
Creek watershed, 245 acres (15%) of Solitaire Creek, and 364 acres (31%) of the face drainages of the Upper 
Little North Fork Coeur d’Alene River watershed. Skyline yarding will be used on 93% of the units, with tractor 
yarding used on the remaining 7%. No helicopter yarding is planned. Underburning will occur in all 
shelterwood harvest units to reduce potential fuels. Both natural seed sources and planted seedlings will be 
used to ensure regeneration. 

Approximately 2 miles of temporary road construction will occur to provide access to Units 8, 9 and 16. These 
temporary roads will be closed following completion of project activities.  All other units will be harvested from 
existing roads. Road reconstruction will occur on approximately 29 miles of existing road to facilitate timber 
removal.  An estimated 17.5 million board feet, or 37,100 cunits (each cunit is 100 cubic feet) of timber 
products will result from the commercial timber harvest. Specific unit information is provided in the table 
below. Please note that in the FEIS (Table E-5), Unit 13 was incorrectly shown as being 77 acres in size – the 
correct figure is 56 acres, as shown in the table below.  This error was in the table format only, and did not 
affect analysis of effects to any resource. 

Table 6. Specific commercial harvest unit information, Selected Alternative. 

Unit # Acres Prescription Skyline 
yarding 

Tractor 
yarding 

4 Shelterwood 133 33 
5 Shelterwood 131 15 
6 Shelterwood 46 0 
7 Shelterwood 158 18 
8 Shelterwood 239 27 
9 Shelterwood 55 3 
10 Shelterwood 180 16 
11 Shelterwood 60 9 
12 Shelterwood 119 0 
13 Shelterwood 56 0 
16 Shelterwood 121 6 

Total 408 ~~~ 1,297 111 

166 
146 
46 

175 
266 
58 

189 
60 

119 
56 

127 
1,
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The amount of interior forest and old growth habitat will be increased by allocating approximately 1,380 acres 
of additional stands for management as recruitment old growth; including 800 acres in Iron Creek watershed, 
100 acres in Tom Lavin, 211 in Honey, and 268 in Sob Creek watershed. Within the next 10 to 30 years, most 
of this additional recruitment old growth will display the characteristics that define old growth, providing 
additional wildlife habitat for old growth-dependent species. 

Effects to Vegetation Under the Selected Alternative 

From a vegetation standpoint, the Selected Alternative is similar to Alternative 8 as described in FEIS (page II-
18) except harvest would occur on nearly 500 fewer acres. This would be less effective than Alternative 8 in 
creating the large patch sizes associated with stand replacing fires. Early seral species would be planted on 
fewer acres (a reduction of about 26 percent of the level proposed under Alternative 8).  Early seral species 
are less susceptible to native pathogens and are better suited to the local environment and ecological 
processes than Douglas-fir and grand fir, so these stands would be more likely to provide a long-term 
improvement in stand structure and resiliency.  There are no differences between Alternative 8 and the 
Selected Alternative in terms of allocated old growth or recruitment old growth. 

Forest structural stages:  Structural stages categories are based on stand age and tree size class, as 
discussed in the FEIS (page II-36). The desired condition is to have a fairly even distribution between the four 
stages. Vegetative restoration activities under the Selected Alternative will trend stands in the area toward this 
condition (Project Files, “Record of Decision,” and FEIS, pages III-119 through III-121). 

The Forest Plan directs that we maintain at least 10% of the forested portion of the IPNF as old growth, and at 
least 5% of the forested portion of those old-growth units where it exists (FEIS, page III-121). The Coeur 
d'Alene River Ranger District is responsible for allocating 56,000 acres for old growth management; we 
currently have a total of 60,122 acres of allocated old growth (IPNF Forest Monitoring Plan Report for 1999, 
pages 57-59).  No harvest will occur within allocated old growth stands. The only change to old growth will be 
in the amount of additional recruitment old growth allocated (the Selected Alternative will add 1,380 acres of 
recruitment old growth). Implementation of the Selected Alternative will increase the amount of allocated old 
growth to at least 5% where it exists in the old growth management unit (FEIS, page III-122). 

Species composition: Findings of the Geographic Assessment indicate there has been a tremendous 
change in species composition within the Coeur d'Alene River Basin (for further discussion please refer to the 
FEIS, page II-38). Species that are more resilient to native insects and diseases and environmental conditions 
(such as western white pine and western larch) have declined as a result of white pine blister rust and 
historical timber harvest practices that tended to remove these species while leaving more susceptible species 
such as Douglas-fir, grand fir, and western hemlock. The desired condition would be to have a greater percent 
of stands in the hardier white pine and western larch cover types than in the Douglas-fir, grand, fir and western 
hemlock (or other) stands. The Selected Alternative would trend stands in the area toward this distribution by 
reducing the amount of Douglas-fir/grand fir/western hemlock by 8% (to 73%), and increasing the amount of 
white pine/western larch by 8% (to 14%). 

Measures to Protect or Enhance Vegetation 

Forest Vegetation:  All harvest units are on sites determined to be suitable for timber production. Within 5 
years of regeneration treatment, site preparation for regeneration, fuel treatment and planting will occur. Site 
preparation and/or fuel treatment may include a combination of prescribed burning, underburning, grapple 
piling and hand piling, depending on post-harvest conditions. In approximately 10-30 years cultural activities 
may occur as part of the stand tending in the harvest units. For example, pre-commercial thinning, pruning, 
cleaning and possibly fertilization could occur to meet target stand and management area guidelines. Access 
for stand-tending purposes will be maintained to all regeneration units, including past regeneration harvest 
areas in the Hudlow Creek drainage in which early seral species, particularly white pine, have been planted. 
Precommercial thinning and pruning has been shown to decrease mortality due to white pine blister rust 
(Schwant, Marsden, McDonald, 1994) and are important tools in managing for this species. 

Old Growth:  Under the Selected Alternative, no harvest, fuels treatment, or other activities will occur in 
allocated old growth or recruitment old growth stands. For those units that are directly adjacent to old-growth 
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stands, harvest design and subsequent treatments will be adjusted as necessary to protect the integrity of the 
old growth (for example, modification of harvest patterns to reduce the risk of timber blow down). 

Rare plants: No harvest activity will adversely impact any known sensitive plant population.  All known 
populations potentially adversely affected will be buffered from harvest activity by a minimum of 100 feet. Site-
specific surveys will be conducted as necessary for in-stream watershed work in highly suitable riparian 
habitat. All newly identified sensitive plant occurrences will be evaluated and specific protection measures will 
be implemented to minimize impacts to that population occurrence and its habitat (identified in Section IV.B.6, 
below). 

Noxious Weeds: Noxious weed prevention strategies on the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District are 
conducted based on the Noxious Weeds FEIS and Record of Decision (USDA Forest Service, 1998). Known 
infestation sites and priorities for treatment were established in that document. Measures to protect TES plant 
population viability and habitat capability will be implemented following information provided in that document. 
There are many vectors of weed transport and invasion. One of these that can be effectively controlled is 
removal of seed-carrying soil and debris from equipment that is moved around the forest during operations. To 
help reduce the spread of noxious weeds and prevent the introduction of new invader species, the “Equipment 
Washing” contract clause will be used in all construction and timber sale contracts. While the practice of 
equipment washing is unlikely to remove 100% of this potential seed sources, it is highly effective at removing 
the majority of the seed-carrying capacity of the equipment, thus effectively reducing the potential for transport 
and invasion by noxious weeds. For further information regarding noxious weeds, please refer to the Project 
Files, Noxious Weeds. 

Mitigation to Reduce Effects to Vegetation 

TES Plants:  Areas of activities that are identified as potential or highly suitable habitat for threatened and 
sensitive plants must be surveyed prior to ground-disturbing activities. Some areas previously surveyed may 
be resurveyed, based on the date and intensity of the most recent sensitive plant survey and the risk to 
sensitive habitat from proposed activities. The table below displays the approximate number of acres within 
activity areas (including harvest units, road construction, and road obliteration) that must be surveyed prior to 
project implementation. Survey acres were based on habitat queries, aerial photograph and topographical 
map interpretation, previous sensitive plant surveys, risk of adverse impacts to sensitive plants and suitable 
habitat from the proposed activity, and professional judgment. It should be noted that, in some cases, potential 
habitat occurs only in portions of units, and the entire unit will not be surveyed. Other highly suitable habitat 
adjacent to proposed units could be surveyed based on the potential risk of adverse effects from proposed 
activities. Areas to be surveyed may be adjusted as project design and layout progresses, to assure all activity 
areas are covered by surveys, and for efficiency in completing the surveys. Miles of road to be surveyed 
represent entire road segments within suitable habitat. Other than road segments proposed for new 
construction or obliteration, surveys will be conducted only on portions that are proposed for watershed 
restoration projects. There are no areas to be surveyed in the deciduous riparian, peatland, or subalpine 
guilds, therefore they are not included in the table. 

Table 7. Acres of land and miles of road to be surveyed for TES plants. 

Habitat Guild Acres to be Surveyed Miles of Road to be Surveyed 
Wet forest guild 0 0.78 
Moist forest guild 282 2.36 
Dry forest guild 173 0.70 
Grassland guild 10 0.00 
Total 455 3.84 

The requirement to survey, identify and protect populations from adverse effects and to buffer habitat for 
threatened species from all activities will be implemented prior to the award of the contract. We will administer 
the maintenance of any buffers protecting populations through the contract. We estimate the effectiveness of 
these measures to be “high,” because planned surveys are conducted by trained botany personnel and any 
discovered habitat or populations are protected by physical buffers where ground-disturbing activities are not 
allowed. 
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Surveys for rare plants have been ongoing in the area. During the 2001 field season, surveys occurred in 10 
of the 14 proposed units. No rare plants were found (Project Files, TES Plants). Surveys remain to be 
completed in four units. Should rare plants be located during surveys, one or more of the following protective 
measures will be implemented: 1) drop units from activity; 2) modify the unit or activity; 3) implement a 
minimum 100 feet (slope distance) buffer around sensitive plant occurrences as needed to minimize effects 
and maintain population viability; and/or 4) implement timber sale contract provisions for “Protection of 
Endangered Species” and “Settlement for Environmental Cancellation.” 

Public Concerns Related to Vegetation Resources 

Comments received during scoping from Environmental Protection Agency and Kootenai Environmental 
Alliance (DEIS, Appendix A), and during review of the DEIS from Doris Gerhart (Attachment E, Comment 
Letter 07) specifically identified concerns related to protection of old-growth stands within the project area.  The 
Selected Alternative will not only protect allocated old growth in the area, but adds another 1,380 acres for 
management as recruitment old growth, as discussed earlier. 

Three of the 23 letters commenting on the DEIS (Don Johnston, Don Pischner, and Kathy Zanetti) expressed 
concern with the state of our forest health and management of our vegetative resources (Attachment E, 
Comment Letters 1, 14 and 19). Most other people focused on water resources concerns, as if it must be an 
“either/or” management approach. Vegetation and water resources are just part of the complex ecosystem – 
what happens to one component affects the others. Beyond the direct watershed restoration activities, the 
Selected Alternative will benefit the watersheds of the Iron Honey Resource Area over the long term as a result 
of improving the health and resilience of our forest. The healthier the forest is, the healthier the watershed as 
a whole. 

V.C.  Fire/Fuels 

Fire/Fuels Issues 

�Fire/Fuels: Historically, annual fires may have burned up to several hundred acres in small patches of 
overstory mortality mixed with larger areas of underburn before being stopped by summer rains. In particularly 
dry years when fire starts were followed by high winds, high intensity fires could cover from tens of thousands 
to hundreds of thousands of acres. The fire of 1910 is an example of a stand-replacing fire. These fires often 
killed most trees within the fire perimeter, leaving islands of trees in riparian areas or where recent low intensity 
fires had removed ladder fuels from the understory. There has not been a major large stand-replacing fire in 
the Coeur d'Alene Basin since 1931. Land management agencies have been particularly adept at putting out 
low and mixed severity fires, which have ceased to be a significant disturbance agent. This successful fire 
suppression has temporarily increased the security of human life and property, and made it easier to practice 
traditional forestry. However, as a result of the suppression of fire in a very productive ecosystem, woody 
dead fuels and multi-story stands are accumulating. The Coeur d'Alene River Basin shows the largest 
increase in forest fuels of any sampled watershed in the Interior Columbia Basin Assessment Area. This fuel 
accumulation increases the risk of wildfire and potential severity of the fire. 

Only recently has fire policy been modified to recognize the importance of fire in balancing forest vegetation 
cycles. Of primary concern to the Forest Service are the long-term increase in fuel loading (the amount of 
combustible materials which contribute to the intensity of a fire) and the subsequent changes in fire intensity 
and severity that may occur. The Forest Service goals are to reduce fire hazard in the Iron Honey Resource 
Area to a level where cost effective resource protection is possible should a wildfire ignition occur, by reducing 
the potential fire severity. Specific features of the alternatives were designed to address this issue, including 
measures designed to aid in fuels reduction and protect air quality. 
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Activities Under the Selected Alternative 

Fire hazard and potential fire severity will be reduced through the use of underburning in harvest units. The 
amount of underburning under the Selected Alternative is slightly less than analyzed in the FEIS, due to 
dropping part or all of some units, but the effects are still within the range analyzed in the FEIS (pages III-143 
through III-148). 

Underburning helps to reduce (but not entirely remove) the amount of dead trees, branches and brush on the 
forest floor. In the event of a wildfire, this would help keep the fire burning along the ground rather than in the 
canopy, reducing the fire intensity and therefore the firebrands that spark new fires. We would also be able to 
better control the fires through equipment and personnel available to us each fire season. 

Effects to Fire/Fuels Under the Selected Alternative 

As a result of activities that would reduce fuel accumulations and re-introduce seral species (such as white 
pine and larch), the Selected Alternative would trend toward reduced potential wildfire intensity and severity 
(FEIS, pages III-146 through III-148). Road closures will likely reduce firefighting efficiency and increase the 
amount of time for initial attack of a fire, although the closures may also slightly reduce human-caused fires 
due to the reduced access (FEIS, page III-146). 

Measures to Protect or Enhance Conditions Related to Fire/Fuels 

The Idaho Panhandle National Forest is a party to the North Idaho Smoke Management Memorandum of 
Agreement, which established procedures regulating the amount of smoke produced from prescribed fire. The 
North Idaho group currently uses the services and procedures of the Montana State Airshed Group. The 
procedures used by the Montana Group are considered to be the “best available control technology” (BACT) 
by the Montana Air Quality Bureau for major open burning in Montana. A Missoula-based monitoring unit is 
responsible for coordinating prescribed burning in North Idaho during the months of April through November. 
This unit monitors meteorological data, air quality data, and planned prescribed burning and decides daily on 
whether or not restrictions on burning are necessary the following day. 

In practice, a list of all prescribed burning planned for the burning season on the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger 
District is forwarded to the monitoring unit through the Idaho Panhandle National Forest fire desk before March 
1. Daily, by 8:30 a.m., the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District informs the fire desk of all burning planned for 
the next day and the fire desk forwards this information to the monitoring unit. By 3:00 p.m. the same day the 
monitoring unit informs the Forest if any restrictions are to be in effect the following day, and the fire desk 
informs the District. These procedures limit smoke accumulations to legal, acceptable limits. 

Historically, prescribed burning on the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District occurs in the spring and fall 
seasons over a total time span of 45 to 60 days during each season. All burning complies with federal, state 
and local regulations.  Management practices include, but are not limited to, burning under spring-like 
conditions (high moisture content in fuels, soil and duff) to reduce emissions, provide for retention of large 
woody debris, and to protect the soil. Prescribed burning during spring or fall will generate less smoke than a 
much hotter stand replacing summertime wildfire. These measures reduce the fire risks and protect air quality 
to a level I find acceptable. 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Effects to Fire/Fuels Conditions 

There are no mitigation measures necessary to reduce effects to fire/fuels conditions or air quality. 

Public Concerns Related to Fire/Fuels 

During scoping, comments from the public (Environmental Protection Agency and Ecology Center) identified 
concerns with how fuels reduction activities are carried out. As described above, specific measures have been 
identified to ensure the fuels reduction activities are carried out as planned. In his comments on the DEIS, 
John Bentley expressed concern with the ”created illusion” of fire risk in the area (Attachment E, Comment 
Letter 12). He believes that this area of the Coeur d'Alene River Basin is a moist area, and therefore does not 
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pose a high-risk hazard of intense uncontrolled wildfires. This is indeed a moist area, but that does not mean 
that it is not at risk of stand-replacing fires.  Our risk analysis was based upon information provided in the 
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Assessment (USDA Forest Service, 1996), Geographic Assessment for 
the Coeur d'Alene River Basin (USDA Forest Service, 1998), A Wildfire Hazard Assessment for the Coeur 
d'Alene River Ranger District (Jerome, 2001), and other sources (FEIS, pages III-138 through III-142). As 
stated earlier, the fuels reduction activities under the Selected Alternative will help trend toward reduced 
potential wildfire intensity and severity (FEIS, pages III-146 through III-148). 

V.D.  Soils 

Soils Issues 

�Soil productivity: The Forest Service is required to ensure that management of the National Forests is 
accomplished without impairing the land’s productivity. To achieve this, soil quality standards and guidelines 
are used to measure effects and design activities to avoid compromising soil productivity. Specific features of 
the alternatives were designed to address this issue, including measures designed to protect soil resources, 
and specific mitigation measures. 

Activities Under the Selected Alternative 

Under the Selected Alternative, there are no activities to improve soil conditions. However, the vegetative 
restoration activities could affect soils in the Iron Honey Resource Area as discussed below. 

Effects to Soils Under the Selected Alternative 

Compaction, displacement and severe burning can affect soil’s physical, chemical and biological properties, 
which can affect the growth and health of trees and other plants (FEIS, page II-39). The FEIS analysis 
concentrated on soil disturbance and nutrition.  Disturbance to the soils could be from compaction, puddling, 
displacement, or erosion, while soil nutrition could change when the soil is disturbed, or when nutrients are 
transported off site, such as the nutrients in sawlogs that move to the mill, or as chemical constituents of 
smoke and ash during forest fires. Under the Selected Alternative, disturbances will occur primarily in areas of 
road construction and in tractor-yarded units with skid trails. Minor disturbances will occur in skyline and 
cable-yarded units, and where fire lines are mechanically constructed around units. 

Cumulative impacts were analyzed using a technical process that considers those factors determined to have 
an effect on soils, such as log skidding, roads, etc. The specific impacts of these activities are detailed in the 
“Soils” section of the project files, and in the FEIS, Section 3.4.2. Overall effects based on this cumulative 
analysis are summarized in the FEIS (beginning on page III-125). The soils analysis is based on monitoring 
data that was collected by soil scientists on the ground and has been analyzed by the Forest Soil Scientist to 
create a model capable of reflecting cumulative changes to soils. This “Spreadsheet Model” is designed to 
recognize the level of detrimental disturbance on any area where some level of harvest and/or associated 
treatment occurred.  The information gathered from the sample sites included compaction, displacement and 
disturbance measurements attributable to specific management activities. The coefficients that are intrinsic to 
this model’s operation were used in the calculations throughout the soils documents in the Project Files, and 
are designed to compare against the Forest Plan standard for detrimental disturbance. These coefficients are 
specific to the type of disturbance, as well as specific to the ash cap soils that occur on the Idaho Panhandle, 
and are based on data collected on the ground. Generally, the model has been validated on an annual basis, 
using information collected from sample stands, and has proven to be quite reliable, with only 2 revisions 
needed since its’ inception in 1994. The results of this monitoring have led to information that is site-specific to 
the IPNF. The process of collecting information on detrimental disturbances continues as the ground crews do 
reconnaissance, but a common theme is that very little of the area was skidded with tractors in the past, as 
evidenced by the distinct lack of tractor skid trails. The preponderance of detrimental disturbance is in the form 
of “jammer” roads on 200-400 foot spacing. 
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Research by the Intermountain Forest Tree Nutrition Cooperative (IFTNC) is showing that potassium is 
inherently very low within portions of the Precambrian meta-sedimentary rocks known as the Belt Super-group. 
Current research indicates that the Prichard and Lower Wallace formations may be two of nine geologic 
formations on the Coeur d’ Alene River Ranger District with consistently lower potassium levels (Garrison-
Johnston, unpublished 2001). 

Based on currently available research, it appears that tree bole removal, following Intermountain Forest Tree 
Nutrition Cooperate (IFTNC) guidelines, will result in considerably less loss of potassium than would be lost 
during a stand replacing wildfire, which is a fairly regular historical occurrence on this area (FEIS, page III-89, 
and Project Files, “Record of Decision”). When high intensity fires burn through mature forests, the burned 
needles, twigs and bark are carried up into the fire’s smoke column and transported great distances away from 
their site of origin. Grier (1975) found that 35% of the potassium from a forested ecosystem was lost during 
wildfires, along with significant proportions of other macronutrients. 

In comparison, shelterwood harvest treatments under the Selected Alterantive involve removal of 70% of the 
basal area as sawlogs from the site, which removes about 4% of the site potassium. Tree boles contain about 
14% of total tree potassium (Pang et al 1987). Work on the Coram Experimental Forest (Stark 1979) shows 
that intensive harvest (clearcutting) took away one fourth of one percent (0.25%) of the nutrients stored in the 
soil and rock of the root zone, and asserts that it would require 28,000 years of clearcutting on a 70-year 
rotation to exhaust the total nutrients in the present root zone.  This estimate does not include inputs to onsite 
nutrients from atmospheric deposition, which can be substantial.  Stark (1979) estimates that losses due to 
harvest would be made up by atmospheric deposition in 70-100 years. Potassium is also slowly made 
available to plants from biochemical and physical breakdown of the bedrock. 

The modifications to Alternative 8 reduced the effects to soils under the Selected Alternative, since there will 
be fewer temporary roads on sensitive landtypes, particularly those in Units 9 and 10, and fewer acres of 
disturbed soils due to the elimination of the selective harvest within Units 1, 2 and 3 (to provide wood for 
instream restoration). 

Based on the adoption of the IFTNC recommendations described below, and the research findings discussed 
in this section (and further in the Project Files, “Record of Decision”), the potential effects to soil disturbance 
and nutrition as a result of activities under the Selected Alternative are within acceptable Forest Plan and 
regional standards, and will not allow permanent or significant impairment of the productivity of the land. 

Measures to Protect or Enhance Conditions Related to Soils 

To minimize erosion and ensure compliance with State water quality standards, all road construction and 
timber harvest associated with the Iron Honey project will be completed using Best Management Practices, as 
described under Section V.A. Aquatic Resources. Tree nutrition levels in the Iron Honey project are of 
concern, because the majority of the activities occur on Belt series geology, which is known to produce soils 
low in some macronutrients, and particularly potassium. The Iron Honey FEIS treated this issue as if all timber 
harvest was occurring on these potassium deficient soils, and recommended implementation of all of the 
Intermountain Forest Tree Nutrition Cooperate (IFTNC) guidelines for conserving potassium during this project. 
For example, slash will remain on site over winter so nutrients such as potassium can leach from fine materials 
back into the soil (FEIS, page III-128). I am adopting these guidelines for this project to protect the nutrients 
on these sites. 

I have considered the benefits of analyzing the exact status of each nutrient that may be limiting, and 
comparing those levels to a hypothetical critical level where trees are affected by a lack of nutrients. The 
process would be extremely expensive, and the results could be highly variable and inconclusive. This 
additional information would not change my decision to replace the Douglas fir and grand fir with white pine 
and larch.  In fact, it lends more credence to do a species conversion back to white pine and larch, which 
survive in this environment better than Douglas fir, grand fir and hemlock, and is a recommended practice 
(Garrison-Johnston, 2001, page 13). Maps related to soil conditions (such as sensitive landtypes and 
potassium-deficient soils) are provided in the Project Files (Soils). 
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Mitigation Measures to Reduce Effects to Soils 

Fine organic matter and large woody debris will be retained on the ground in harvest units and slash will 
remain on site long enough for nutrient leaching to occur (over winter); this is necessary for sustained nutrient 
recycling, especially potassium. Prescribed broadcast burns or underburns will be of low intensity so as not to 
destroy a site’s surface organic component. The practices described above have been found to be effective in 
retaining nutrients on site (Intermountain Forest Tree Nutrition Cooperative, 1998; Graham et al, 1994). On 
units designated for tractor harvest, planned skid trails will be established to reduce overall soil compaction 
and displacement. In units where wood is removed for the purpose of instream enhancement work, soil 
attached will be removed so that a majority of the soil will be retained on site to promote revegetation. By 
calculating the area affected by compaction and displacement, activities can be effectively managed to restrict 
detrimental disturbance to 15% (FEIS, pages III-127 and III-136). 

Public Concerns Related to Soils 

During scoping, the Environmental Protection Agency identified specific concerns related to protection of soil 
resources. Eleven of the 23 comment letters received identified concerns related to the impacts the project 
activities would have on soils (Attachment E, Comment Letters 03, 04, 05, 06, 08, 09, 11, 13, 16, 17, and 20). 
As described above, the Selected Alternative has specific features designed to protect soil resources, and 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to soils. Use of the BMP’s will ensure protection of soil stability, and 
use of IFTNC guidelines, which are stricter than the Forest Plan standards and guidelines for soil, will ensure 
protection of soil productivity, as discussed above. 

V.E. Wildlife 

Wildlife Issues 

�Wildlife and their habitat: Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act directs federal agencies to ensure that 
their activities are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any Threatened or Endangered species or 
result in the destruction or adverse modification to their critical habitat. A number of species have been 
identified as Sensitive within the geographic area of the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Other species of 
wildlife are used as indicators of how well their needs for certain types of habitat are being met. During 
scoping, comments were received from the Environmental Protection Agency, Idaho Fish and Game, and 
Ecology Center identifying concerns related to protection of wildlife and associated habitat. Specific features 
of the alternatives were designed to address this issue, including specific measures designed to protect or 
enhance wildlife habitat, and mitigation measures to reduce effects of activities. 

Activities Under the Selected Alternative 

Under the Selected Alternative, there are no specific activities with the sole intent of improving wildlife habitat. 
However, the vegetative restoration activities and allocation of additional recruitment old growth will increase 
the amount of interior forest and improve wildlife habitat in the Iron Honey Resource Area as discussed below. 

Effects to Wildlife Under the Selected Alternative 

The tables below disclose whether the species warranted detailed analysis, the anticipated effect to these 
species, and the rationale for the effects determination. Detailed discussion of these effects is provided in the 
FEIS (pages II-40 and II-41, and in Chapter III, Wildlife).  The modifications under the Selected Alternative do 
not result in any difference in the effects to wolves, bald eagles, lynx, and grizzly bear when compared to the 
analysis of Alternative 8 in the FEIS (pages III-154 through III-160) and Biological Assessment (Project Files, 
“Record of Decision”). In general, effects to wildlife as a result of the modifications to Alternative 8 are slight, 
as noted in the following tables. 
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Table 8.  Effects to Threatened, Endangered and Candidate wildlife species. 

Species ffects Determination Rationale 
Grizzly 
bears 

No effect Due to a lack of quality habitat, grizzly bears are not likely to occur within the district, 
and the district is not within a recovery area for the bear. 

Bald 
eagles No effect 

There would be a long-term improvement of watershed and fisheries habitat in the Little 
North Fork Coeur d'Alene River as a result of watershed restoration activities. abitat is 
tied directly to large bodies of water. There are no records of bald eagle sightings in the 
project area. The area does provide potential bald eagle habitat that could be used for 
feeding and resting, primarily during migration. 

Gray 
wolves 

May affect but not likely to 
adversely affect 

The area lacks important winter range for big game, which provides a prey base for 
wolves. There would be a short-term disturbance to big game, but the prey base would 
be maintained over the long term, with a reduction in open road densities. 

Lynx May affect but not likely to 
adversely affect 

The area does not provide lynx habitat (due to low elevation and lack of spruce and fir 
habitats), and is not within any Lynx Analysis Unit (LAU).  Lynx may be an infrequent 
visitor to the area. 

E
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Table 9.  Effects to Sensitive wildlife species. 

Species Analysis and Determination Rationale 
Peregrine 
falcon 

Not analyzed in detail; no 
impact anticipated. 

No known active or historic eyrie within the area. 

Boreal toad Not analyzed in detail; no 
impact anticipated. 

There are adequate design criteria to protect these toads and their habitat. 

Northern 
leopard frog 

Not analyzed in detail; no 
impact anticipated. 

There are adequate design criteria to protect these frogs and their habitat. 

Townsend’s 
big-eared bat 

Not analyzed in detail; no 
impact anticipated. 

No activities would occur in the vicinity of the one mine adit that could provide 
potential habitat. 

Common loon Not analyzed in detail; no 
impact anticipated. 

There is no suitable habitat within the area. 

Harlequin 
duck 

Not analyzed in detail; no 
impact anticipated. 

Implementation of Inland Native Fish Strategy guidelines will insure habitat will 
be maintained.  The transportation plan will have positive impacts upon 
harlequin habitat, since roads will be removed allowing for increased long-term 
woody debris recruitment into streams. 

Goshawk 

Analyzed in detail; may impact 
individuals or habitat but will not 
likely contribute to a trend 
toward federal listing or cause a 
loss of viability to the population 
or species. 

As a result of modifications to Alternative 8, harvest will occur on approximately 
97 fewer acres of suitable goshawk habitat. ver the long term, habitat within 
the 3 territories will continue to provide adequate support for one pair of 
goshawks in each territory (Iron Honey FEIS, p. III-163). Mitigation measures 
will ensure protection of the nest territory and viability of the species in the 
resource area. 

Wolverine 

Analyzed in detail; may impact 
individuals or habitat but will not 
likely contribute to a trend 
toward federal listing or cause a 
loss of viability to the population 
or species. 

Wolverines are unlikely to occur in the area due to the absence of denning 
habitat and winter range, current high recreation use, and the presence of a 
security area approximately 7 miles from the resource area. here would be a 
reduction in road densities, which would benefit wolverine.  The modifications to 
Alternative 8 have little effect on wolverine, since this species is wide ranging. 
There will be a slight reduction in displacement or disturbance potential because 
of fewer disturbances associated with timber harvest activities. owever, 
wolverines will continue to be considered only a sporadic traveler through the 
area. 

Fisher 

Analyzed in detail; may impact 
individuals or habitat but will not 
likely contribute to a trend 
toward federal listing or cause a 
loss of viability to the population 
or species. 

The modifications to Alternative 8 (specifically the reduction in harvest) will result 
in an increase of about 500 acres of late successional forest within the Iron 
Honey Resource Area under the Selected Alternative when compared to 
Alternative 8, further �enefiting fisher. bove optimal levels of late successional 
forest habitat will be maintained to meet the needs of fisher in moderate quality 
drainages.  Road density will be reduced.  Over time, the Selected Alternative 
will trend the area toward more suitable habitat for fisher because of increases to 
near optimal levels of late successional forest habitat, riparian restoration to 
improve corridors for fisher, and reduced road densities. 

Black-backed 
woodpecker 

Analyzed in detail; may impact 
individuals or habitat, but would 
not likely contribute to a trend 
towards federal listing or cause 
a loss of viability to the 
population or species. 

Some snag loss will occur.  Adhering to measures to protect wildlife habitat, 
especially snag guidelines, will ensure viability of black-backed woodpeckers. 
The modifications to Alternative 8 would make no difference in impacts to the 
black-backed woodpecker. 
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Table 9.  Effects to Sensitive wildlife species, continued. 

Species Analysis and Determination Rationale 

Flammulated 
owl and white-
headed 
woodpecker 

Analyzed in detail; no impact. 
(White-headed woodpecker 
analyzed in detail with 
flammulated owls because of 
habitat similarities, with same 
effects identified for flammulated 
owls.) 

The area lacks habitat for flammulated owl. It is unlikely they inhabit the area. 
Habitat for this species will continue to be limited, primarily due to the inherent 
lack of ponderosa pine communities and dry Douglas-fir sites.  The modifications 
to Alternative 8 would make no difference in impacts to the flammulated owl or 
white-headed woodpecker, due to the lack of habitat that could potentially be 
affected within the analysis area. 

Coeur d'Alene 
salamander 

Analyzed in detail, may impact 
individuals or habitat, but would 
not likely contribute to a trend 
toward federal listing or cause a 
loss of viability to the population 
or species. 

There will be no changes to peak flows in Lewelling Creek, where known 
populations of Coeur d’Alene salamanders exist. The Selected Alternative will 
result in slight changes in stream flows in Iron Creek that could alter habitat for 
the salamander, but there have been no populations found in Iron Creek. 
Surveys will be conducted in areas of stream habitat where activities are 
planned to occur. 

Management Indicator Species – Big Game:  An elk habitat model was used to consider effects of past, 
current and proposed activities. Elk habitat was calculated for both Elk Habitat Units (EHU’s) 2 and 10, and 
the Iron Honey Resource Area itself (which encompasses portions of Compartments 302, 303, 304, and 305). 
Elk habitat potential was modeled for Alternatives 1-7 using the Data General computer equipment available to 
us at that time. Alternative 8 was developed as a result of public review and comment on the DEIS, by which 
time we had changed to the IBM computer equipment, with an upgraded elk habitat model. It was later 
discovered that the new technology generated slightly different results than the earlier model, resulting in a 
lower level of elk habitat potential.  To be able to accurately compare the Selected Alternative to the other 
alternatives, we looked at the results of Alternative 5 (which includes more timber harvest and road 
construction/reconstruction than Alternative 8) and Alternatives 2 and 7 (which include less timber harvest and 
road construction/reconstruction than Alternative 8). Since all three of these alternatives were determined to 
have a post-sale elk habitat potential of 65%, it is fair to say that the Selected Alternative would also have a 
post-sale elk habitat potential of 65% if we were able to run it using the old computer equipment and software 
(which is no longer available to us). 

Under the Selected Alternative, there will be a slight increase in elk habitat potential in EHU 2 (by 2%) and in 
EHU 10 (by 3%) over the long term. Elk security will increase by 1,400 acres (to 4,700 acres total). The long-
term transportation plan will improve the effectiveness and size of elk security areas within the Iron Honey 
Resource Area (FEIS, page III-178) by reducing ATV access into portions of the analysis area where there are 
currently no restrictions. 

Management Indicator Species – Old Growth:  Three species are used to monitor old growth and late 
successional conditions: pine marten, pileated woodpecker, and goshawk. Changes to habitat are due to 
harvest treatment in mature forest – no harvest will occur within allocated old growth, recruitment old growth, 
or stands that have the characteristics as potential old growth. Based on the habitat suitability index model, 
the Selected Alternative will continue to provide moderate to good forage and cover habitat for pine marten. 
The modifications to Alternative 8 will not change the habitat suitability for marten. The face drainages will 
continue to provide fair to moderate cover for the marten and moderate for quality for the marten. There will be 
no change in the habitat suitability for the marten over Alternative 8.  Habitat for pileated woodpeckers will 
remain poor to fair in the Iron Creek drainage (above Rablens), moderate in the face drainages of the Little 
North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, and poor in Solitaire Creek drainage. The modifications would not result in 
any change to pileated habitat when compared to Alternative 8. Goshawks are addressed in the Sensitive 
species discussion, above (Table 9). 

Nongame:  The modifications to Alternative 8 eliminate some harvest that was designed to block up larger 
areas to similar age classes, so that in the long term (150+ years) this area would be a large interior forest 
block. While the short-term effect is a reduction in harvest and its effect on non-game species as addressed in 
the FEIS, the units that were dropped were adjacent to historic regeneration harvests. The edge effect of 
having new harvest adjacent to young stands is less than the edge effect that currently exists with mature 
stands adjacent to young stands. Consolidating this area into a large block of future interior forest (as under 
Alternative 8) is more desirable for non-game species management that retaining the fragmentation that exists 
in this area (as will occur under the Selected Alternative). Under the Selected Alternative, openings created by 
timber harvest will reduce the amount of nongame habitat for those species dependent upon older interior 
forests. This effect will last at least 30 years, until these stands again function as young conifer forests rather 
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than created openings. Reserve trees in harvest units will provide some stand structure diversity. Over the 
long term, nongame species will benefit from the regeneration of white pine forests in the area. 

Neotropical (land) Birds:  Effects to neotropical land birds are measured by the amount of newly created 
openings, which impacts nesting and foraging habitat for land birds. Increased openings also create more 
favorable habitat for cowbirds, which are nest parasites for land birds. In general, a low edge to interior habitat 
ratio is preferred. Therefore, a single large opening is preferred over several small openings, which have more 
total edge.  The modifications to Alternative 8 will result in the lowest perimeter ratio of any of the action 
alternatives in the Iron Honey FEIS. The perimeter ratio under the Selected Alternative 8 is 94, compared to 
101.5 for Alternative 8 (Project Files, “Record of Decision”).  This reduction in perimeter ratio will reduce 
habitat for cowbird nest parasitism, which would benefit more desirable land birds. Of the action alternatives, 
the Selected Alternative has the lowest edge to interior habitat ratio, and will therefore have the lowest risk of 
cowbird parasitism and reduced land bird populations. Over the long term, the Selected Alternative will 
provide more interior habitat once the trees in the harvest openings grew into mature forest, enhancing the 
land bird habitat (FEIS, p. III-189). 

Measures to Protect or Enhance Wildlife 

We will reserve from harvest live leave trees in regeneration and rehabilitation areas to provide size class 
diversity and long-term snag recruitment. Snags will be retained in accordance with the Northern Region Snag 
Management Protocol (USDA Forest Service, 2000). The Northern Region Snag Protocol calls for greater 
snag retention than identified under Forest Plan standards, which were used in the FEIS (page II-23). In 
proposed harvest units that currently contain quality snag densities, 2 to 4 of the largest dead trees per acre 
would be maintained.  Exact number would depend on the levels of existing snags located adjacent to the 
treatment units, with the target being 4 per acre of the larger snags. Some smaller unmerchantable dead trees 
will also be retained to achieve the 6 to 12 snags per acre identified for these habitat types in the Snag 
Protocol Guidelines. There is also expected to be some recruitment of snags during underburning. 

In all harvest units it is necessary to retain some down logs in order to protect long-term site productivity, 
maintain soil organic matter, and provide wildlife habitat.  On moist sites, 15 to 20 logs or down trees will be 
retained on the site while on dry sites 3 to 6 logs or down trees will be retained. These logs will be at least 12 
inches in diameter and 6 feet long. Graham et al recommend minimum levels of woody debris to sustain soil 
productivity, and faunal use of this forest floor substrate.  The Northern Region Snag Management Protocol, 
discussed earlier, provides snag retention recommendations that assure the functions of these important 
components are effectively protected. 

The project area will be divided into at least 3 subdivisions.  Activities will occur in no more than 2 subdivisions 
at any time, to allow the remaining subdivision(s) to provide security for big game and other wildlife during 
project implementation. 

Under the Selected Alternative, 45 miles of currently closed roads in the Iron Honey Resource Area will be 
opened (29 miles with reconstruction and 16 miles with light brushing) to accomplish project activities. Gates 
will be installed on these roads to meet wildlife security needs during activities. Following completion of the 
project, these roads will be closed using physical barriers (such as earth berms). Please refer to Item 8 
(Transportation) below, Attachment C, and the FEIS (Appendix F - Transportation) for additional information. 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Effects to Wildlife 

Several birds of prey are identified for special protection measures on the IPNF.  Two potential goshawk nest 
sites have been found in the Resource Area - one in the Colt Mountain area near Unit 6, and the other in the 
lower half of Unit 10. The lower portion of Unit 10 has been dropped from the planned activities. Additional 
surveys that will occur during spring rearing and fledging periods are likely to lead to discovery of the occupied 
nests as well as alternate nest sites. If active goshawk nest sites were found, the nest site would be protected 
with a 30-acre no-harvest buffer. If active flammulated owl nest sites are found, the Forest Service may cancel 
timber harvest and yarding activities within 200 feet of the nest site. No tree felling, yarding or other potentially 
disturbing activities would occur within approximately one-quarter mile of the nest site from March 15 to August 
15. These measures are based on Management Recommendations for the Northern Goshawk in the 
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Southwestern United States (1992) and will be incorporated into timber sale packages using the appropriate 
timber sale contract clauses. 

Public Concerns Related to Wildlife 

Public comments were received expressing concern with protection of wildlife habitat (Attachment E, Comment 
Letters 09, 20, 21, and 22; and FEIS, Appendix A). The Selected Alternative has been designed to minimize 
impacts to wildlife during project activities, and will improve habitat over the long term, as discussed above. 
Comments from Idaho Fish and Game were used to develop an alternative that combined the watershed 
restoration of Alternative 6 with the vegetative restoration of another alternative (which resulted in Alternative 
8), and led to design features of the Selected Alternative that will help to protect a diversity of wildlife habitats 
(described earlier). We have also discussed wildlife habitat needs and concerns with the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service, who reviewed our analysis and concurred with our determination of effects to species listed under the 
Endangered Species Act (Attachment D). For additional discussion, please refer to Section VIII.B. 
Endangered Species Act and Section IX. Consistency With the Goals of Other Agencies and the Coeur 
d'Alene Tribe. 

V.F. Recreation 

Issues 

�Recreation opportunities: The Iron Honey Resource Area encompasses a wide variety of recreation 
opportunities. Management activities have the potential to disrupt activities or change access into a particular 
area. Existing uses and proposed activities were considered to ensure that the proposed activities would not 
result in a loss of opportunities over the long term. Specific features of the alternatives were designed to 
address this issue. 

Activities Under the Selected Alternative 

Under the Selected Alternative, there are no specific recreation improvement activities identified, although 
changes in the transportation system will affect motorized recreation opportunities, as discussed below. 

Effects to Recreation Under the Selected Alternative 

The modifications will create no perceivable change in the recreation analysis of effects. The Selected 
Alternative will not modify potential Wild and Scenic (Recreational) River segments to the degree that eligibility 
or classification would be affected (FEIS, page III-198). There will be no substantial effect on recreation 
opportunities, although harvest activities can temporarily disrupt recreation by precluding entry into a particular 
area or in producing dust, noise, and smoke (FEIS, page 196). 

Large areas will be opened (at least temporarily) that may attract unauthorized off-road vehicle use. The large 
openings created by timber harvest could be favored as snow play sites by snowmobile users. Some groomed 
snowmobile routes will be affected as described in the table below.  There are numerous other snowmobile 
routes in the area that are not displayed in the table because there would be no changes to those routes. 

Table 10.  Changes to groomed snowmobile routes, under all action alternatives. 

Current Route Change Effect of Change 
Road 794 (from its junction 
with Road 1560 to its junction 
with Road 258) 

Replaced by Roads 1550 and 1560 Both routes are comparable. The 
new route would be superior with 
fewer curves and easier grooming. 

Roads 794 and 1532 
(connecting Horse Haven to 
Cascade Creek) 

Replaced by Roads 2346 and 2346C 
(upon completion) to connect the east end 
of Horse Heaven airstrip with the Walker 
Saddle and Cascade Creek trail system 

No impacts to the quality of the 
snowmobile trail system.  The new 
route would be superior with fewer 
curves and easier grooming. 
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Mitigation to Reduce Effects to Recreation 

Large areas will be opened (at least temporarily) that may attract unauthorized off-road vehicle use that could 
detrimentally affect vegetation, soils, and wildlife. These areas will be signed and monitored to discourage 
such use. For further discussion of this monitoring, please refer to Section V.I., Monitoring Specific to This 
Project. 

Public Concerns Related to Recreation 

Although there were no specific comments related to protection or improvement of recreation opportunities, 
there were comments related to the effects of roads and trails that provide motorized recreation opportunities 
(Attachment E, Comment Letters 18 and 22). The Selected Alternative will have little effect on recreation in 
the area, with the exception of the changes to the transportation system as discussed earlier in this section. 

V.G. Scenery 

Scenery Issues 

�Scenic values: Management activities have the potential to change the scenic character surrounding the 
project area. Visual quality objectives are used to identify and manage effects to scenic values in the National 
Forest.  Specific features of the alternatives were designed to address this issue. 

Activities Under the Selected Alternative 

Under the Selected Alternative, there are no specific activities identified related to scenery, although vegetation 
restoration activities will have short-term effects to scenery, as discussed below. 

Effects to Scenery Under the Selected Alternative 

As originally designed, Alternative 8 would have substantial impact to the visual condition of the area, with 
large regeneration harvest units visible from both primary travelways, as well as several other less sensitive 
viewpoints. Mitigation measures have been designed (described below) that will reduce the effects to the 
visual condition of the area under the Selected Alternative. With implementation of the mitigation measures, 
the Selected Alternative will be consistent with Forest Plan standards for visual quality (FEIS, pages III-201 
and III-202). 

Mitigation to Reduce Effects to Scenery 

New harvest units will incorporate the tree lines of existing plantations as much as possible to reduce the 
“edge” effects that tree-line unit boundaries have on the scenery.  Foreground views from key visual points on 
Road 209 will need to be protected with tree screens or unit boundary set backs. The primary objective is that 
most of the units are not seen from the road or campsites along the Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River. 

Public Concerns Related to Scenery 

There were no specific comments related to protection or improvement of scenic resources. 

V.H.  Financial Considerations 

Financial Issues 

�Financial considerations: The proposed activities have associated costs as well as the potential to 
generate revenues. During scoping, public comments (from the Idaho Fish and Game and the Ecology 
Center) indicated concerns with the financial aspects of the proposal, specifically the concept of generating 
funds for restoration through timber harvest. Alternative design both affects and is affected by financial 
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considerations. As alternatives were developed, economic feasibility was a consideration, but was not the sole 
driver in development of any alternative. 

Activities Under the Selected Alternative 

Although the commercial timber harvest that will occur under the Selected Alternative is designed to restore 
forest vegetation, there will be the added benefit of enhancing the local and state economy through 
employment and tax revenues, and generating revenues that can be used to fund additional restoration 
activities, as discussed below. 

Effects to Financial Considerations Under the Selected Alternative 

Commercial sale of timber harvested as part of the vegetation restoration activities will contribute to the 
continuing operation of local mills, directly and indirectly enhancing the local and state economy through 
employment and tax revenues. The economy will be further enhanced through employment created by 
restoration work outside of the timber sale contracts.  A comparison of commercial timber volume under 
each alternative is provided in Tables 1 and 12. An appraisal and financial efficiency of the alternatives was 
used to compare estimated financial effects (FEIS, page III-207, and Project Files, “Record of Decision”). 

Modification of Alternative 8 by dropping all or parts of harvest units affected several aspects of the financial 
analysis.  In some ways the modifications reduced costs - for example, the reduction in the amount of 
vegetation restoration also reduced the amount of temporary road construction.  In other ways, the 
modifications reduced the estimated value of the timber to be harvested, due to the reduced volume and 
average diameter of trees to be harvested. The amount of aquatic improvement work proposed under the 
Selected Alternative is the same as was presented under Alternative 8 in the FEIS (page II-19). 

How the activities are implemented both affects and is affected by the method of contracting.  One option for 
implementation is the use of a stewardship contracting, which gives the Forest Service the opportunity to 
initiate timber sales while integrating other elements into the service contract, such as watershed restoration, 
wildlife and fisheries habitat restoration, noxious weed control, road/trail maintenance or reclamation, fuel 
reduction, prescribed burning, and thinning to improve forest health. In the context of the Iron Honey project, 
we have identified harvest units in the Iron Creek drainage that we plan to offer in exchange for watershed 
restoration services, including culvert removal, road obliteration, and in-stream restoration activities. By 
accomplishing some of the watershed and vegetative work through a stewardship contract, we can still have a 
good portion of the watershed restoration and site preparation (fuels reduction) work done by the purchaser, 
and done sooner than if we had to wait to generate timber sale funds to pay for the work. For additional 
discussion of stewardship contracting, please refer to Section XI, Implementation. 

Public Concerns Related to Financial Considerations 

Public comments received during review of the DEIS indicate concern that watershed restoration activities 
could be funded by money generated through the harvest and sale of timber (FEIS, Appendix A, Comment 
Letters 06 and 10). The Selected Alternative is designed to accomplish the work necessary to restore 
watersheds (both aquatic and vegetative resources), reduce risks related to fires and fuel concentrations, 
and increase the amount of old-growth habitat. We will accomplish those activities through whatever funding 
is available to us – whether appropriate funds, funds generated through commercial timber sales, use of 
stewardship contracting, etc. We are not cutting the timber to generate funds, but will use the funds 
generated to accomplish much-needed work. 

V.I. Monitoring 

This decision incorporates monitoring of the Inland Native Fish Strategy (USDA Forest Service, 1995), Best 
Management Practices, and other Forest Plan standards described in the FEIS (Section 2.6.11 Monitoring and 
Appendix C – Monitoring”). Monitoring will occur to ensure we’ve implemented activities as we said we would 
(implementation monitoring), that the activities are having the level of effects that we predicted (effectiveness 
monitoring), and that the long-term effects are as anticipated (trend monitoring). 
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Forest Plan Monitoring 

The Forest Plan documents a system to monitor and evaluate Forest activities. This process will provide 
periodic data necessary to determine if implementation is within the bounds of the project design (Forest Plan, 
page IV-7). For activities in the Iron Honey Resource Area, the Selected Alternative will comply with specific 
monitoring requirements identified by the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Chapter IV). 

Forest Corporate Monitoring 

The Idaho Panhandle National Forests are currently implementing a process to monitor changes to a number 
of ecosystem conditions resulting from project activities and natural disturbances. The overall focus of this 
monitoring is to evaluate changes in ecosystem condition (structure, composition, and function). The 
ecosystem conditions identified in the following table have been selected for long-term monitoring. The 
analysis for each project considers project-related changes to these conditions and anticipated changes are 
described in project environmental analysis documentation. The following table displays the anticipated 
project related changes to these conditions. 

Table 11.  Anticipated project related changes to ecosystem conditions. 

Ecosystem 
condition 

Core data to be 
Monitored Rationale 

Hydrologic 
integrity 

Road density Because of the obliteration of numerous roads with the selected alternative, total road density 
decreases from 8.6 to 1.7 miles of road per square mile of land. In addition, 3.6 miles of 
stream-encroaching roads are removed, allowing the stream to access additional flood plain 
that was previously interrupted by the road prism. 

Wildlife security 
and public 

access 

Open road density Roads that are closed in the selected alternative will reduce open road density from 2.5 to 1.4 
miles of road per square mile of land. 

Water yield Hydrologic openings 
(equivalent clearcut 

acres, or ECAs) 

There will be approximately 1,408 acres of shelterwood harvest under the Selected 
Alternative, accounting for an increase of 939 ECAs over the short term. ATSED modeling 
predicts the highest increase in water yields at the tributary scale will occur in Iron Creek 
(11% increase, which is 4% over the No-Action Alternative). owever, these effects cannot 
be detected at scales larger than that of the tributary, due to the natural variability of water 
yields at these larger scales and the limited increase in water yields for the project. 

Changes in 
forest structure 
outside HRV 

Forest structure by 
size and age class 

groups 

The harvest, to accommodate the planting of white pine and larch, reduces mature structural 
stage (primarily Douglas fir, grand fir and hemlock) by about 1 percent with Alternative 8-
modified. However, allocated old growth would not be harvested, nor would stands that 
potentially meet minimum criteria for old growth. The planted early seral species are less 
susceptible to root disease than Douglas-fir and grand fir, so these stands would also be 
more likely to provide a long-term improvement in stand structure and resiliency to native 
pathogens. 

Changes in 
species 

composition 
outside HRV 

Forest composition by 
forest cover type 

group 

The proposed changes in species composition from Douglas-fir and grand fir to more resilient 
and thus more desirable white pine and larch would occur at the time of planting in harvested 
stands. e would expected these seral species to be managed throughout the life of the 
stand and they would therefore be more likely to provide the desired mature and old growth 
structure more resilient to environmental factors than Douglas-fir, hemlock and grand fir. 

Habitat loss 
and species 

decline 

TES dry and 
moist/cold site habitat 

restoration 

No changes to dry or moist/cold sites are expected as a result of this project. 

Changes in 
landscape 

pattern 

Landscape pattern 
indicators (mean 
patch size and 
variability, edge 

density, etc.) 

As modified, Alternative 8 still blocks up additional acres of old forest structure, reducing 
fragmentation in that forest type. owever, early seral vegetation remains interspersed with 
mature forest, retaining the fragmented nature of this area in the Iron Creek drainage. ith 
the exception of Alternatives 1 and 6 (which would not create any new openings in the 
canopy), Alternative 8 has the lowest edge to interior habitat ratio. 
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Monitoring Specific to This Project 

Vegetation:  All regeneration units will be monitored to ensure regeneration is complete in 5 years in 
compliance with NFMA requirements. All intermediate treatments will be monitored to assess achievement of 
prescription objectives. 

Aquatic Resources:  Best Management Practices (BMP) implementation and effectiveness monitoring will be 
documented on ten percent of all units, road miles, and road channel crossings associated with the Selected 
Alternative. The distribution of the units will be determined during sale activities. Criteria for selecting units, 
road miles, and channel crossings will be hillslope erosion sensitivity and the likelihood for channel damage. 
Implementation monitoring will be performed on all watershed and fisheries restoration projects. Detailed 
monitoring of the effectiveness of the watershed/fisheries restoration work will be performed in and 
documented for the Iron Honey watersheds. Selected headwater reaches will be evaluated for hillslope and 
headwater channel restoration opportunities. 

The effectiveness of the Best Management Practices will be monitored during the harvest activity and for years 
one and three following completion of harvest activity. The greatest risk for hillslope erosion and channel 
damage resulting from the harvest activities will occur within three years and will be monitored closely. 
Complete data sets for the lower 2.9 and 3.8 miles of Iron Creek and the Little North Fork Coeur d’Alene River, 
respectively, will be collected during years one, five and ten following completion of proposed activities. The 
purpose of monitoring over a ten-year period is to ensure that the restoration work is functioning as designed 
and to evaluate whether a trend toward the desired condition has been initiated or accelerated. 
Several types of information are already being collected as part of the watershed monitoring for the Iron Honey 
project (FEIS, Appendix C). Streamflow data is being monitored with horizontal staff and crest gauges in Iron 
and Tom Lavin Creeks. These two drainages were selected because they are very similar in drainage area, 
elevation, and precipitation, providing a good comparison base - under the Selected Alternative, Tom Lavin will 
have limited management activity, while substantial activity will occur within the upper Iron Creek drainage. 

An electronic chart drive gauging station is being set up in the Upper North Fork Little Coeur d'Alene River 
near the junction of Roads 206 and 209.  This instrument records stream flow every 15 minutes, and will be 
used to establish a hydrograph for the portion of the river upstream from the gauge. Data will be collected 
before, during and after implementation of the project activities. Cross sections and longitudinal profiles have 
already been completed in the Iron Honey Resource Area, and will be used to monitor channel characteristics. 
Fish habitat and woody debris surveys were also conducted in longitudinal profile areas. Fish snorkeling 
surveys were conducted to estimate fish numbers; these surveys can be repeated to track fish abundance in 
the project area. Additional discussion of monitoring related to aquatic resources (including ongoing 
monitoring) is provided in the FEIS, Appendix C. 

Recreation:  Under the Selected Alternative, large areas will be opened (at least temporarily) that may attract 
unauthorized off-road vehicle use (FEIS, page III-196). The large openings created by timber harvest could be 
favored as snow-play sites by snowmobile users. Therefore, harvested areas will be signed to discourage off-
road use, and monitored to prevent the undesirable effects of such use. 

VI.  Comparison of Activities and Effects Under Other Alternatives 

The following table identifies activities proposed under each alternative. The No-Action Alternative (Alternative 
1) is not displayed in the table, because none of the proposed activities would occur. Following the table, a 
very brief comparison of effects is provided for each resource (additional comparison is provided in Section 2.7 
of the FEIS). Refer to Section IV, Rationale for My Decision, for a summary of the reasons I selected 
Alternative 8 (with modifications) for implementation instead of one of the other alternatives. For a comparison 
of Alternative 8 as analyzed in the FEIS and the Selected Alternative, please refer to Table 1 at the beginning 
of this decision document. 
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Table 12.  Summary Comparison of Management Activities Under Each Alternative. 
 

Feature Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 5 Alt. 6 Alt. 7 Selected  
Alternative 

Watershed recovery treatments 
Miles of roadbed recontoured (obliterated)*
# of channel crossings removed 
# of culverts upgraded 
Miles of stream stabilization work 

 
49 

117 
7 
0 

 
8 

10 
45 
0 

 
39 
76 
51 
3 

 
147 
335 
38 
5 

 
49 

113 
30 
0 

 
76 

176 
21 
5 

Proposed harvest (acres) 
Clearcut w/ Reserve Trees 
Commercial Thinning 
Shelterwood Harvest 
Selective (for instream use) 

Total acres of harvest proposed

0 
0 

1,100 
0 

1,100 

190 
140 

0 
0 

330 

680 
140 

3,520 
0 

4,340 

0 
0 
0 

380 
380 

40 
140 

1,100 
0 

1,280 

 
0 
0 

1,408 
230 

1,638 

Planting (white pine/western larch) 1,100 4,200 0 1,100 1,408 

Yarding systems (acres) 
Skyline 
Tractor 
Helicopter 

 
900 
200 

0 

  
130 
70 

140 

 
3,800 

400 
140 

0 
380 

0 

  
 920 
 220 
140 

 
1,297 

111 
0 

Estimated timber harvest volume* 
Cunits (hundreds of cubic feet) 
Million board feet (MMBF) 

 
29,600 

14.8 

 
8,100 

3.4 

 
98,700 

45.7 
0 
0 

 
33,600 

16.2 

 
37,100 

17.5 
Proposed Road Work (Miles) 

Permanent road construction 
Temporary road construction 
Road reconstruction 

 
0.2 
0.5 
23 

 
0 

0.3 
28 

 
0.2 
14 
58 

 
0.2 
0.5 

0 

 
0.2 
0.5 
37 

 
0.2 
2.0 
29 

Additional acres of allocated recruitment 
old growth 1,380 800 1,380 800 1,380 

Fuel treatment (underburning) 1,100 4,200 0 1,140 986 

*  Includes Levels 1 and 2 road obliteration and Level 2 riparian road obliteration, described in the FEIS, page II-19. 
 
VI.A.  omparison of Effects to Aquatic Resources by Alternative 
 
Sediment yield:  Under all alternatives except Alternative 5, potential exists for an increase in sediment or 
delay of watershed recovery, but the increase would not be measurable.  There is slight potential that 
Alternative 5 would result in a measurable increase in sediment or delay of watershed recovery (FEIS, page II-
30).   
 
Sediment delivery risk:  As displayed in the following graph, sediment delivery risk would be reduced the 
most under Alternative 6, followed by the Selected Alternative.   
 
Figure 6.  Comparison of reduction in sediment delivery risk.   
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Stream crossings:  Table 12 (Summary Comparison of Management Activities Under Each Alternative) 
provides a comparison of the number of stream crossings that would be removed under each alternative.  
Alternative 6 would remove the highest number of crossings, followed by the Selected Alternative.  he No-
Action Alternative would not remove any stream crossings, increasing over time the probability that these 
crossings will fail, contributing additional sediment to the stream. 
 
Peak flow:  Under all alternatives except Alternative 5, potential exists for an increase in peak flow or delay of 
watershed recovery, but the increase would not be measurable.  nder Alternative 5, there is slight potential 
that there would be a measurable increase in peak flow or delay of watershed recovery.  
 
Net decrease in roads:  The following graph compares open road density following completion of project 
activities (refer also the FEIS, Appendix F).  ince none of the watershed restoration activities would occur, the 
No-Action Alternative would have the highest open road density.  The Selected Alternative will result in the 
lowest open road density. 
 
There are currently a total of 288 miles of road within the Iron Honey Resource Area (Attachment C).  fter 
implementation of the Selected Alternative, 47 miles will remain open to the public and 12 miles will be 
available for stand tending (a total of 59 miles).  nder the Selected Alternative, we will obliterate 76 miles of 
road (including 1 mile of riparian road).  This will leave 153 miles of road that is not needed for the long-term 
transportation system but not a high priority for watershed restoration work.  hese 153 miles of road will be 
considered classified roads that are in “long-term storage,” and not included in the miles available to the public.  
Refer to Attachment C for additional discussion of the Iron Honey project area transportation system. 
 
Figure 7.  Comparison of open road density after completion of project activities. 
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Reduction in encroaching road miles:  The following graph compares the reduction of road miles that are 
encroaching on streams, by alternative.  There would be a net reduction in encroaching road miles under all 
alternatives except the No-Action Alternative and Alternative 3.  lternative 6 would provide the most 
reduction, followed closely by the Selected Alternative.   
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Figure 8.  Comparison of net reduction in encroaching road miles. 
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Removal of vegetation along streams:  The following graph compares the amount of streamside area that 
will have vegetation removed during implementation of activities under each alternative.  For perspective, there 
are just over 78 miles (approximately 414,000 feet) of streams in the Iron Honey Resource Area. 
 
Figure 9.  Comparison of maximum distance of vegetation removal along streams (within Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas). 
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Increased fish passage:  The following graph provides a comparison of the additional miles of fish passage 
under each alternative.  All alternatives except the No-Action Alternative would increase fish passage to some 
degree.  The greatest increase would occur under Alternative 6, followed by the Selected Alternative. 
 
Figure 10.  Comparison of increased fish passage. 
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VI.B.  mparison of Effects to Vegetation by Alternative  
 
Forest structural stages:  Structural stages categories are based on stand age and tree size class, as 
discussed in the FEIS (page II-36).  The desired condition is to have a fairly even distribution between the four 
stages.  s displayed in the following graph, Alternative 5 would provide the greatest trend toward this balance, 
followed by the Selected Alternative. 
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Figure 11.  Comparison of changes to structural stages in the Iron Honey Resource Area. 
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Stands meeting old growth criteria have been allocated for management as old growth.  o harvest will occur 
within allocated old growth stands.  The only change to old growth will be in the amount of additional 
recruitment old growth allocated, as displayed in Table 12 (Summary Comparison of Management Activities 
Under Each Alternative). 
 
The following graph depicts the changes to cover types that would occur in the Iron Honey Resource Area 
under each alternative.  The desired condition would be to have a greater percent of stands in the hardier 
white pine and western larch cover types than in the Douglas-fir, grand, fir and western hemlock (or other) 
stands.  lternative 5 would provide the greatest trend toward this distribution, followed by the Selected 
Alternative. 
 
Figure 12.  Comparison of cover types in the Iron Honey Resource Area under each alternative. 
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VI.C.  mparison of Effects to Fire/Fuels by Alternative 
 
The current trend of increased fine fuels (such as grasses and shrubs), new understory trees serving as ladder 
fuels, and continuing accumulation of heavy fuels from down logs and snags would continue under Alternatives 
1 and 6, since there are no fuels reduction activities or changes in forest species to interrupt this trend.   
 
Under all of the other alternatives, harvest of fir and hemlock, underburning in harvest units, and replanting 
with white pine and larch would begin a trend toward reduced potential wildfire intensity and severity (please 
refer to Table 12 for the amount of activity under each alternative).  oad closures would likely reduce 
firefighting efficiency and increase the amount of time for initial attack of a fire, although the closures may also 
slightly reduce human-caused fires due to the reduced access.   
 
VI.D.  mparison of Effects to Soils by Alternative 
 
Under the action alternatives, disturbances to soil would occur primarily in areas of road construction and in 
tractor-yarded units with skid trails (FEIS, page II-39).  Minor disturbances would occur in skyline and cable-
yarded units, and where fire lines are mechanically constructed around units.  lternative 5 would affect soils 
on the highest number of acres, followed by the Selected Alternative (Section V.D., and FEIS, page II-39).  
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However, as a result of implementation specific measures to protect soils (described below), soil productivity 
would not be compromised beyond Forest Plan soil quality standards under any alternative. 

VI.E. Comparison of Effects to Wildlife by Alternative 


Table 13.  Effects to Threatened, Endangered and Candidate wildlife species.


Species ffects Determination Rationale 
Grizzly 
bears 

No effect under any 
alternative. 

Due to a lack of quality habitat, grizzly bears are not likely to occur within the district, 
and the district is not within a recovery area for the bear. 

Bald 
eagles 

No effect under any 
alternative. 

There would be a long-term improvement of watershed and fisheries habitat in the little 
North Fork Coeur d'Alene River as a result of watershed restoration activities (to varying 
degrees under the alternatives). abitat is tied directly to large bodies of water.  There 
are no records of bald eagle sightings in the project area. The area does provide 
potential bald eagle habitat that could be used for feeding and resting, primarily during 
migration. 

Gray 
wolves 

No effect under Alternative 1; 
may affect but not likely to 
adversely affect under any 
action alternative 

The area lacks important winter range for big game, which provides a prey base for 
wolves. Under the action alternatives, there would be a short-term disturbance to big 
game, but the prey base would be maintained over the long term, with a reduction in 
open road densities. 

Lynx 

No effect under Alternative 1; 
may affect but not likely to 
adversely affect under any 
action alternative 

The area does not provide lynx habitat (due to low elevation and lack of spruce and fir 
habitats), and is not within any Lynx Analysis Unit (LAU).  Lynx may be an infrequent 
visitor to the area. 

E

H

Table 14. Effects to Sensitive wildlife species. 

Species Analysis and Effects Determination Rationale 
Peregrine 
falcon 

Not analyzed in detail; no impact 
anticipated. 

No known active or historic eyrie within the area. 

Boreal toad Not analyzed in detail; no impact 
anticipated. 

There are adequate design criteria to protect these toads and their 
habitat. 

Northern 
leopard frog 

Not analyzed in detail; no impact 
anticipated. 

There are adequate design criteria to protect these frogs and their 
habitat. 

Townsend’s 
big-eared bat 

Not analyzed in detail; no impact 
anticipated. 

No activities would occur in the vicinity of the one mine adit that could 
provide potential habitat. 

Common loon Not analyzed in detail; no impact 
anticipated. 

There is no suitable habitat within the area. 

Harlequin 
duck 

Not analyzed in detail; no impact 
anticipated. 

Implementation of Inland Native Fish Strategy guidelines will insure 
habitat will be maintained. The transportation plan would have 
positive impacts upon harlequin habitat, since roads would be 
removed allowing for increased long-term woody debris recruitment 
into streams. 

Goshawk 

Analyzed in detail; all alternatives may 
impact individuals or habitat but will not 
likely contribute to a trend toward federal 
listing or cause a loss of viability to the 
population or species. 

No short-term effects to nesting territories under Alt. 1. ver the long 
term, all three territories would have sufficient nest and foraging 
habitat to support nesting goshawks under all action alternatives. 
Implementation of mitigation measures would ensure goshawk 
viability in the area. 

Wolverine 

Analyzed in detail; all alternatives may 
impact individuals or habitat but will not 
likely contribute to a trend toward federal 
listing or cause a loss of viability to the 
population or species. 

Wolverines are unlikely to occur in the area due to the absence of 
denning habitat and winter range, current high recreation use, the 
presence of a security area approximately 7 miles from the resource 
area. There would be a reduction in road densities under all action 
alternatives. 

Fisher 

Analyzed in detail; all alternatives except 
Alt. 5 may impact individuals or habitat but 
will not likely contribute to a trend toward 
federal listing or cause a loss of viability to 
the population or species.  Alt. 5 would 
impact individuals or habitat with a 
consequence that the action may contribute 
to a trend toward Federal listing or loss of 
viability. 

With the exception of Alt. 5, the action alternatives would maintain 
above optimal levels of late successional forest habitat to meet the 
needs of fisher in moderate quality drainages.  All would reduce road 
density.  Over time, Alternatives 2, 6, 7 and the Selected Alternative 
would trend the area toward more suitable habitat for fisher because 
of increases to near optimal levels of late successional forest habitat, 
riparian restoration to improve corridors for fisher, and reduced road 
densities.  Alt. 6 would be the most beneficial to fisher because 
stands would be allowed to age..  Alt. 5 would reduce late 
successional habitat, considered a significant impact. 

O
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Table 14. Effects to Sensitive wildlife species, continued. 

Species Analysis and Effects Determination Rationale 

Black-backed 
woodpecker 

Analyzed in detail; all alternatives may 
impact individuals or habitat, but would not 
likely contribute to a trend towards federal 
listing or cause a loss of viability to the 
population or species. 

Some snag loss would occur. dhering to measures to protect 
wildlife habitat, especially snag guidelines, would ensure viability of 
black-backed woodpeckers under all alternatives. 

Flammulated 
owl 

Analyzed in detail; all alternatives except 
Alt. 5 would have no impact. Alt. 5 may 
impact individuals or habitat, but would not 
likely contribute to a trend towards federal 
listing or cause a loss of viability to the 
population or species. 

The area lacks habitat for flammulated owl.  It is unlikely they inhabit 
the area. nder any alternative, habitat for this species would 
continue to be limited, primarily due to the inherent lack of ponderosa 
pine communities and dry Douglas-fir sites.  Only Alternative 5 would 
actually reduce habitat through shelterwood harvest.  However, over 
the long term, these thinned stands could trend toward a larger-
diameter larch, which could slightly improve habitat for flammulated 
owls. 

White-headed 
woodpecker 

Analyzed in detail with flammulated owls 
because of habitat similarities, with same 
effects identified for flammulated owls. 

Refer to rationale for flammulated owls. 

Coeur d'Alene 
salamander 

Analyzed in detail, all alternatives may 
impact individuals or habitat, but would not 
likely contribute to a trend toward federal 
listing or cause a loss of viability to the 
population or species. 

There would be slight changes in peak flow. There is slight risk of 
currently unidentified populations that could be destroyed during 
stream restoration activities. There is potential for unidentified 
habitat in other streams. 

A

U

Management Indicator Species – Big Game:  Implementation of any alternative (including No-Action) would 
result in similar post-sale elk habitat potential values. There would be slight increase in elk habitat potential in 
EHU’s 2 and 10 (Compartments 302, 303, 304 and 305) under all action alternatives over the long term. The 
following graphic compares the percent elk habitat potential for the Elk Habitat Units.  A comparison of wildlife 
security is also provided. 

Figure 13.  Comparison of elk habitat potential in each elk habitat unit following completion of all project activities. 
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The long-term transportation plan will improve the effectiveness and size of elk security areas within the Iron 
Honey Resource Area (FEIS, page III-178) by reducing ATV access into portions of the analysis area where 
there are currently no restrictions. 
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Figure 14.  Post-sale acres of elk security for the total analysis area. 
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Management Indicator Species – Old Growth:  Based on the habitat suitability index model, all alternatives 
would continue to provide moderate to good forage and cover habitat for pine marten. Under all alternatives, 
habitat for pileated woodpeckers would remain poor to fair in the Iron Creek drainage (above Rablens), 
moderate in the face drainages of the Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, and poor in Solitaire Creek 
drainage. Goshawks are addressed in the Sensitive species discussion, above (Table 13). 

Nongame:  Under the No-Action Alternative, the current trend in vegetation changes would continue. Wildlife 
species associated with white pine and larch forests would remain far below historic levels over the long term. 
Tree mortality due to root diseases would continually add to snags and downed log recruitment. Stands 
previously planted to white pine, western larch and ponderosa pine would continue to be tended to provide 
mature stands of these species. Under Alternatives 2, 3, 7, and the Selected Alternative, openings created by 
timber harvest would reduce the amount of nongame habitat for those species dependent upon older interior 
forests. This effect would last at least 30 years, until these stands again function as young conifer forests 
rather than created openings. Reserve trees in harvest units would provide some stand structure diversity. 
Over the long term, nongame species would benefit from the regeneration of white pine forests in the area. 
Under Alternative 3, the small openings created through harvest are unlikely to successfully regenerate to 
white pine or larch, and would therefore not contribute to interior forest habitat. The area would not trend 
toward historical conditions for nongame species under this alternative. 

Under Alternative 5, there would be significant short-term impacts on nongame species due to the loss of 
mature and old forests (but not allocated old growth), loss of interior habitat, and loss of snags. Over the long-
term, the regeneration of healthy long-lived seral species could benefit nongame wildlife if the stands were 
allowed to realize the full benefits of the vegetation restoration (a period of at least 50 years). Riparian 
restoration would improve nongame wetland habitat. Additional recruitment old growth would provide large 
diameter trees, snags and downed logs over time. Creating large harvest units would provide interior forest 
habitat in 80 to 100 years. 

Alternative 6 would have very slight short-term impacts on nongame species, primarily from harvest for the 
instream wood, and the short-term disturbance during riparian habitat restoration. The project would benefit 
nongame species over the long-term by reducing roads through wetland systems, and due to natural 
processes that would lead to increased large diameter trees, snags and downed logs. 

Neotropical (land) Birds:  There would be no change to habitat for neotropical birds under Alternatives 1 or 6, 
because neither would create new openings in the canopy (harvest under Alternative 6 would use a selective 
harvest method that removes individual trees and would not result in canopy openings). The alternative most 
likely to increase cowbird nest parasitism and reduce land bird populations is Alternative 5 (to the extent that 
there would be a risk to viability of land birds over the short term), followed by Alternatives 7, 2, 3 and the 
Selected Alternative.  The Selected Alternative has the lowest edge to interior habitat ratio, and would 
therefore have the lowest risk of cowbird parasitism and reduced land bird populations. Over the long term, 
Alternatives 2, 5, 7 and the Selected Alternative would provide more interior habitat once the trees in the 
harvest openings grew into mature forest, enhancing the land bird habitat (FEIS, p. III-189). 
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VI.F. Comparison of Effects to Recreation by Alternative 

None of the alternatives would modify potential Wild and Scenic (Recreational) River segments to the degree 
that eligibility or classification would be affected. Under Alternative 1, the current level of recreation 
management would continue. None of the action alternatives would have a substantial effect on recreation 
opportunities. The overall effects of timber harvest activities are primarily to the scenic environment. Harvest 
activities can temporarily disrupt recreation by precluding entry into a particular area or in producing dust, 
noise, and smoke. 

Under Alternatives 2, 5, 7 and the Selected Alternative, large areas would be opened (at least temporarily) that 
may attract unauthorized off-road vehicle use.  The large openings created by timber harvest could be favored 
as snow play sites by snowmobile users. Under all action alternatives (including Alternative 6), some groomed 
snowmobile routes would be affected; these would be the same as described in Table 10 (Section V.F). 

VI.G. Comparison of Effects to Scenery by Alternative 

Under Alternative 1, there would be no short-term effects to the scenic resources because no harvest activities 
would occur. Past harvest units would continue to recover tree growth, muting the visual effects of unnatural-
shaped openings. Over the long term, the increasing vulnerability of the area to wildfire could bring change to 
the scenic condition. Under Alternatives 2, 3, and 7, none of the harvest units would be visible from the two 
primary travelways (Road 209 along the Little North Fork Coeur d’Alene River and the Chilco Mountain 
National Recreation Trail), although some may be visible from less sensitive viewpoints. Alternative 5 and (to 
a lesser extent) the Selected Alternative would have substantial impact to the visual condition of the area, with 
large regeneration harvest units visible from both primary travelways, as well as several other less sensitive 
viewpoints. However, with implementation of specific mitigation measures, these alternatives would be 
consistent with Forest Plan standards for visual quality (FEIS, page III-201 and III-202). 

VI.H. Comparison of Effects to Financial Considerations 

A comparison of commercial timber volume under each alternative is provided in Table 12 (Summary 
Comparison of Management Activities Under Each Alternative). An appraisal and financial efficiency of the 
alternatives was used to compare estimated financial effects (FEIS, page III-207), and Project Files, Record 
of Decision). Commercial sale of timber harvested as part of the vegetation restoration activities under all 
action alternatives except Alternative 6 would contribute to the continuing operation of local mills, directly and 
indirectly enhancing the local and state economy through employment and tax revenues. The economy 
would be further enhanced through employment created by restoration work outside of the timber sale 
contracts. Alternative 6 does not include any commercial timber harvest, so accomplishment of the 
watershed restoration work would be dependent upon appropriated funding, grants, or other similar funding 
sources. 

VII. Identification of the Environmentally Preferable Alternative 

The Council on Environmental Quality defines the “environmentally preferable alternative” as “the alternative 
that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA’s Section 101.  Ordinarily, this 
means the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment; it also means 
the alternative which best protects, preserves and enhances historic, cultural and natural resources,” (Council 
on Environmental Quality – Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act 
Regulations, page 4). 

In the short-term, Alternative 6 (the watershed restoration-only alternative) would best meet the definition 
because it would provide the greatest reduction in stream crossings, sediment, and road miles, and greatest 
increase in fish passage. There would be none of the effects of timber harvest that would occur under other 
alternatives.  However, Alternative 6 would do nothing to restore vegetative health, so over the long term there 
would be a continued trend of declining conditions in the watershed. In addition, the restoration activities 
under Alternative 6 would be dependent upon Congressional appropriations for funding.  Based on past and 
present budget allocations, it is highly unlikely that funding would be available to implement Alternative 6. 
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The Selected Alternative will also improve short-term conditions in the Resource Area by reducing stream 
crossings, sediment, and road miles while increasing fish passage, although not to the same extent as 
Alternative 6. However, over the long term, the Selected Alternative will best address the combination of 
aquatic restoration needs and the vegetation restoration needs we have identified, and provide the financial 
means to accomplish our objectives better than any other alternative. Therefore, the Selected Alternative 
(Alternative 8 with modifications), is the environmentally preferable alternative.  For further discussion, 
please refer to Section I.V., Rationale for My Decision. 

VIII.  Findings And Consistency With Laws, Regulations And Policy 

Numerous laws, regulations and agency directives require that my decision be consistent with their provisions. 
I have determined that my decision is consistent with all laws, regulations and agency policy.  The following 
summarizes findings required by major environmental laws. 

VIII.A. National Environmental Policy Act 

As described in the EIS (page II-2), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires analysis of projects 
to ensure the anticipated effects upon all resources within the project area are considered prior to project 
implementation (40 CFR 1502.16). The analysis for the Iron Honey project followed the guidelines of NEPA as 
provided by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). Alternatives were developed based on existing 
conditions, Forest Plan goals and objectives, and public concerns and recommendations. 

The project team used the “Federal Guide to Watershed Analysis – Environmental Analysis at the Watershed 
Scale” to focus on proposed activity areas, describe current conditions, and identify possible treatment 
alternatives (EIS, page II-9; Project Files, “Alternative Development”). 

A total of seven alternatives were considered in detail, including a no-action alternative as required by NEPA 
and NFMA (EIS, page II-9); an additional three alternatives were briefly considered but eliminated from further 
study (EIS, page II-10). The range of alternatives is appropriate given the scope of the proposal and the 
purpose and need for action (EIS, pages I-1 through I-5). 

VIII.B. Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

The Coeur d'Alene River District Wildlife Biologist, Fisheries Biologist, and Botanist evaluated Alternative 8 in 
regard to Threatened and Endangered wildlife, fish and plant species.  Findings are disclosed in the EIS 
(Chapter III) and summarized in the Biological Assessments and Biological Evaluations (Project Files). They 
reviewed their findings based on the identified modifications to Alternative 8. The following briefly describes 
their findings based on implementation of Alternative 8 as modified: 

• 	 Due to a short-term increase in disturbance to big game, project activities may affect but are not likely to 
adversely affect gray wolves. Activities will result in fragmentation of habitat that could alter the 
movements of lynx traveling through the area, therefore implementation of the Selected Alternative may 
affect but would not likely adversely affect lynx or its survival. There will be no effect to bald eagle (due 
to the anticipated long-term improvement of the watershed and fisheries in the Little North Fork Coeur 
d'Alene River and the low probability of eagle occurrence in the area) or grizzly bear (because there is 
no known use of the area by grizzly bears and there would be no long-term degradation of habitat). 

• 	 White sturgeon are listed as “endangered” and bull trout are listed as “threatened” by the US Fish & 
Wildlife Service. Fish habitat and abundance in watersheds of the project area are described in the 
FEIS (pages III-15 through III-27).  No current or historic white sturgeon populations or habitat exist in 
the Coeur d’ Alene River Basin. Based on existing conditions, project activities, and measures designed 
to protect or enhance aquatic resources; the project may affect but will not likely adversely affect bull 
trout. Any effects of the project activities individually or cumulatively are expected to remain within 
tributaries of the cumulative effect watersheds or watershed areas. No physical response will extend to 
or be measurable in the Coeur d’Alene River or Coeur d’Alene Lake below the project watersheds or in 
the Spokane River. Lake Coeur d’Alene flows into the Spokane River, which eventually combines with 
the Upper Columbia River far downstream.  No effects would reach either point. 
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• 	 There will be no effect to the Threatened plant species water howellia (Howellia aquatilis) and Ute 
ladies-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) as a result of activities under the Selected Alternative because 
suitable habitat does not occur in the project area. There would also be no effect to Spalding’s catchfly 
(Silene spaldingii) due to a lack of suitable habitat for the species in activity areas. 

Based on these determinations, I find the Selected Alternative is consistent with the Endangered Species Act. 
As required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, we have consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service regarding the activities and anticipated effects of this project. They have concurred with our findings 
(Attachment D). 

VIII.C. Clean Water Act 

The Clean Water Act (as amended, 33 U.S.C. 1323) directs the Forest Service to meet state, interstate and 
local substantive as well as procedural requirements with respect to control and abatement of pollution in the 
same manner and to the same extent as any nongovernmental entity. The Forest Service has the statutory 
authority to regulate, permit and enforce land-use activities on the National Forest System lands that affect 
water quality. 

The Little North Fork of the Coeur d'Alene River is listed as a water quality limited stream under §303(d) of the 
Clean Water Act. Sediment is the pollutant of concern, primarily caused by forest roads encroaching on 
streams and at stream crossings (Attachment E, Idaho Division of Environmental Quality letter dated 
December 28, 2001). While this project will generate short-term localized increases in fine sediment (silt), the 
sediment of concern is the coarse sediment, or cobble (FEIS, page III-5). This project will substantially reduce 
the delivery of coarse sediment by removal of encroaching roads and culverts, thereby supporting the 
attainment of the Clean Water Act objectives.  The IDEQ concluded that Alternative 8 is consistent with IDAPA 
58.01.03.0545, which implements §303(d) of the Clean Water Act. The modifications to Alternative 8 
(described on page 1 of this decision) will generate less short-term, localized fine sediment and complete the 
watershed restoration activities, thereby further enhancing attainment of Clean Water Act objectives. 
Watershed restoration activities such as this project are a key component to the TMDL strategy for the Little 
North Fork Coeur d'Alene River. 

EPA also reviewed the FEIS, and concluded that it adequately disclosed the impacts and benefits from the Iron 
Honey Resource Area project, and adequately responded to their comments on the DEIS (Project Files, Public 
Involvement). 

Based on the Water Resources and Fisheries analyses in Chapter III (pages III-5 through III-80), measures 
outlined in the EIS to protect water and soil resources (pages II-20 through II-22), Soils information presented 
in the Project Files, and DEQ findings, the Selected Alternative meets the Clean Water Act requirements. For 
further discussion, please refer to Section V.A., Aquatic Resources. 

VIII.D. Clean Air Act 

The Forest-wide standard for air quality is to coordinate all Forest Service management activities to meet the 
requirements of the State Implementation Plans, Smoke Management Plan and Federal air quality standards. 
This will be done under the Selected Alternative, and burning will be conducted in a manner that will meet air 
quality requirements. This project meets the Clean Air Act and state monitoring requirements through 
coordination with the State prior to burning, and the use of burning techniques that minimize smoke emissions 
(for further discussion please refer to Section V.C. of this decision; the FEIS, page II-23; and Project Files, Air 
Quality). 

VIII.E. Environmental Justice Act 

In February 1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, requiring federal agencies to conduct 
activities related to human health and the environment in a manner that does not discriminate or have the 
effect of discriminating against minority and low-income populations (Project Files, Environmental Justice). 
Although low-income and minority populations live and recreate in the vicinity, activities under the Iron Honey 
project will not discriminate against these groups. Based on the composition of the affected communities and 
the cultural and economic factors, the Selected Alternative will have no adverse effects to human health and 
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safety or environmental effects to minority, low-income, or any other segments of the population. (Please refer 
to the EIS, “Compliance With the Environmental Justice Act, pages III-214 and III-215, and the Project Files, 
“Environmental Justice.”) 

VIII.F. Natural Resources Agenda 

On March 2, 1998, former Forest Service Chief Mike Dombeck announced the Forest Service Natural 
Resource Agenda. The Agenda provides the Chief's focus for the Forest Service, and identifies specific areas 
where there will be added emphasis. The following briefly describes consistency of the Iron Honey project with 
those specific areas: 

Watershed health and restoration:  As stated in the EIS (page II-5), the activities to be implemented have 
been designed to be consistent with the goals and tentative direction provided under the Natural Resources 
Agenda to date. The objectives for this Iron Honey project are to improve water quality and riparian habitat, 
trend the vegetative species composition toward historic levels (which included species more resistant to 
insects and disease), increase age-class diversity and reduce old-growth fragmentation, and reduce fire 
hazard and potential fire severity (EIS, pages I-3 and I-4). 

Forest road policy: Forest road management is tiered to the Forest Plan (EIS, page II-24), and takes into 
consideration the proposed Forest Service Road Management and Transportation System Rule and Roadless 
Area Conservation Rule, as discussed in Section VIII.H. 

Sustainable forest management:  Regeneration harvests will occur on 1,408 acres in a total of 11 
shelterwood harvest units. Following site preparation, all of these regenerated stands will be planted with 
white pine and western larch to promote stand structure and species composition that reduce susceptibility to 
insect and disease damage. This is consistent with Forest Plan direction and the Natural Resources Agenda 
in terms of sustainable forest management. 

Recreation: The timber harvest and fuels treatment activities will likely cause some disturbance or 
interruptions to recreation visitors, but the disturbances will be of a temporary nature (EIS, pages III-195 
through III-198, III-212 and III-213). No developed recreation sites will be directly affected. Indirect effects 
might include the sounds of logging trucks passing a recreation site. Recreation experiences may have to be 
achieved in another area of the forest setting until activities are complete. Activities will be accomplished using 
safety standards based on the Forest Service’s Health and Safety Code Handbook (EIS, page A-5). 

VIII.G. Roadless Area Conservation Rule 

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule, restricting logging and road building activities in 58.5 million acres of 
National Forest System lands, was published in the Federal Register on January 12, 2001, with an effective 
date of March 13, 2001. This effective date was delayed until May 12, 2001, consistent with the Assistant to 
the President’s memorandum of January 20, 2001. On May 4, 2001, Secretary Veneman announced that the 
USDA would implement the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. The U.S. District Court for the District of Idaho 
on May 10, 2001, preliminarily enjoined the Department from implementing the Roadless Conservation Rule. 
This decision was appealed on May 21, 2001, to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, which held a hearing on 
the merits on October 15, 2001. On June 7, 2001, in order to bring some stability to roadless area 
management given the legal uncertainties, Chief Bosworth informed top agency officials that he reserved unto 
himself with some exceptions, authority to approve road construction, road reconstruction and timber harvest 
projects in inventoried roadless areas. Interim Directives were issued on July 27, 2001, and updated on 
December 14, 2001, formalizing this policy. 

There are no lands in or adjacent to the Iron Honey Resource Area identified as roadless (Management Area 
10) under the Forest Plan. Therefore, there would be no change to road access in relation to inventoried 
roadless areas under the Selected (or any other) Alternative. 

VIII.H. Forest Service Road Management and Transportation System Rule 

On January 28, 1998, in an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (63 CFR 4350), the Forest Service 
announced its intent to revise regulations concerning management of the national forest transportation system. 
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In January 2001, the Forest Service issued a Final Rule regarding specific revisions to the road system rules 
(at 36 CFR part 212) and to Forest Service administrative directives governing transportation analysis and 
management. The roads policy provides basic procedural protection for inventoried roadless areas and 
contiguous unroaded areas from road building until the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (discussed below) 
becomes effective, and the Forest completes a forest-scale roads analysis and incorporates it into the Forest 
Plan. 

One of the tools developed to meet objectives of the revised policy is an integrated, science-based roads 
analysis process (RAP) that allows objective evaluation of the environmental, social and economic impacts of 
proposed road construction, reconstruction, maintenance, and decommissioning (USDA Forest Service, 1999, 
Misc. Rep. FS-643).  The six-step process does not make decisions nor allocate lands for specific purposes. 
Rather, the analysis identifies and addresses a set of possible issues and applicable analysis questions that, 
when answered, produce information for forest line officers to consider about possible road construction, 
reconstruction, and decommissioning needs and opportunities.  Line officers must also choose the appropriate 
geographic scale or scales and how detailed the analysis will be. Selecting the appropriate scale for assessing 
roads opportunities depends on the issues being analyzed and how their effects are manifested; the extent 
and nature of linkages with other ecological, social, and economic systems; the nature of variables under the 
control of the decision process; the information availability and value in relation to the range of potential 
consequences; and budget and personnel constraints (Roads Analysis: Informing Decisions about the National 
Forest Transportation System, USDA Forest Service, 1999, pg. 4). 

Since the Iron Honey proposal was initiated in 1996, this analysis tool was not available to us at the time the 
Iron Honey proposal was being developed and analyzed. Consequently, the transportation analysis was 
conducted based on existing information and guidelines provided in the Forest Plan.  The management of 
each road was determined based on the logging systems plan under each alternative. A summary of the 
information considered in the roads analysis for the Iron Honey Resource Area is provided in the Project Files 
(Transportation, “Roads Analysis”). For additional information, please refer to the transportation planning 
discussion in Attachment C. 

VIII.I. National Historic Preservation Rule 

This project is not expected to affect any cultural resources (FEIS, page II-24 and A-4). Recognizing the 
potential for unidentified sites to be encountered and disturbed during project activity, any future discovery of 
heritage resource sites or caves will be inventoried and protected if found to be of cultural significance. A 
decision will be made to avoid, protect, or mitigate effects to these sites in accordance with the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Based on the successful protection of cultural resources on the IPNF 
through cooperation with the State Historic Preservation Office, these measures have been found to be 
effective (IPNF Forest Plan Monitoring Report for 1999, page 17). 

VIII.J. National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 

The National Forest Management Act and accompanying regulations require that several other specific 
findings be documented at the project level. 

Forest Plan Consistency. Management activities are to be consistent with the Forest Plan [16 USC 1604 (i)]. 
The Forest Plan guides management activities [36 CFR 219.1(b)]. The standards and guidelines for the Forest 
Plan (Forest Plan, Chapter II) apply throughout the Resource Area. 

The Forest Plan designated National Forest System lands within the Iron Honey Resource Area to five 
management areas. Approximately 88% (19,000 acres) are in Management Area 1, with emphasis on timber 
production; the remaining 12% is equally divided into Management Area 6 (with the objectives of providing 
both high quality elk summer habitat and wood products through road, Management Area 9 (managed to 
maintain and protect existing improvements and resource productive potential with minimum investments) 
and Management Area 19 (managed for a semi-primitive recreation setting while providing low levels  of 
timber harvest with minimum standard roads. 

Management Area 9 consists of a combination of areas of non-forest lands, lands not capable of producing 
industrial products, lands physically unsuited for timber production, and lands capable of timber production but 
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isolated by the other types listed or by private ownership (Forest Plan, page III-39). All harvest will occur on 
lands capable of timber production. For more information, please refer to the “Forest Vegetation” discussion in 
Chapter III of the FEIS. 

In addition, streamside (riparian) areas were designated as Management Area 16, with primary goals of 
managing those areas to feature riparian-dependent resources (fish, water quality, certain vegetation and 
wildlife communities) while producing other resource outputs at levels compatible with the objectives for 
dependent resources. In development of the alternatives considered for the Iron Honey proposal (including the 
Selected Alternative), standards and guidelines of the Inland Native Fish Strategy were used specifically to 
protect water and aquatic biota within the Resource Area. 

The Forest Plan directs that creation of openings larger than 40 acres must conform to current Regional 
guidelines regarding public notification, environmental analysis and approval. The public was notified in March 
1998 that regeneration openings in excess of 40 acres were proposed under some of the alternatives (Project 
Files, Public Involvement, Scoping). Attachment A displays the Selected Alternative units that will create 
openings larger than 40 acres.  The Regional Office has reviewed and approved these units (Project Files, 
Vegetation). 

I have evaluated features of the Selected Alternative against Forest Plan goals and objectives, as well as the 
resource standards for consistency with the Forest Plan. Goals identified by the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, 
pages II-1 and II-2) will be furthered by: enhancing the diversity of plant communities (goal 8); improving 
fisheries habitat (goal 13), water quality (goal 18), and the integrity of stream channel systems (goal 19); and 
rehabilitating forested lands by planting white pine and larch (goal 15). The Forest Plan is discussed briefly in 
Chapter II of the EIS (pages II-5 and II-6), with disclosure of Forest Plan consistency for each resource in 
Chapter III of the FEIS. Upon review of the information disclosed in the Iron Honey EIS, Chapter III effects 
analysis for each resource, I find that my decision is consistent with the Forest Plan as amended by the Inland 
Native Fish Strategy (INFS). 

Resource Protection (36 CFR 219.27(a). The following statements address resource protection 
requirements of the National Forest Management Act: 

1. 	Activities will conserve soil and water resources and will not allow significant or permanent impairment 
of the productivity of the land. Please refer to the EIS discussions of effects to Aquatics (pages III-5 
through III-80), Soil Productivity (pages III-125 through III-136); and the Project Files, “Soils.”) 

2. 	 Activities will not affect the most potentially serious natural hazards. The vegetative and fuels treatment 
will reduce the risk and effects of catastrophic fire, should it occur, by reducing fuel concentrations, as 
described in this decision document. Please refer also to the EIS, Sections 2.6 (Alternative 
Descriptions), 3.3 (Forest Vegetation) and 3.5 (Fire/Fuels). 

3. 	 The timber resource will be managed consistent with the Forest Plan objectives of minimizing hazards 
due to insects and disease by maintaining stand vigor and diversity of plant communities and tree 
species.  Please refer to the FEIS, Section 3.3 (Forest Vegetation). 

4. 	 Water bodies and their values are appropriately protected. For additional information, please refer to 
Section VI.C, Clean Water Act; the FEIS, Features Designed to Protect Aquatic Resources (pages II-20 
and II-21); and Aquatics, pages III-5 through III-80. 

5. 	 The activities will provide for and maintain a diversity of plant and animal communities as described in 
this decision document. The Selected Alternative will increase vegetative diversity by reforesting 1,408 
acres with white pine and western larch seedlings. Diversity will also be improved by underburning in 
these units. Please refer also to the EIS, Forest Vegetation, pages III-91 through III-125; Wildlife, 
pages III-154 through III-193; and TES Plants, pages B-5 through B-14. 

6. 	 Activities will either not affect or will maintain sufficient habitat for viable populations of existing native 
vertebrate species and management indicator species consistent with the multiple-use objectives 
established in the Forest Plan.  (Please refer to Section VI.B, Endangered Species Act, and the FEIS, 
Wildlife discussions, pages III-154 through III-193.) 
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7. 	 The EIS assesses potential physical, biological, aesthetic, cultural, engineering, and economic impacts 
of the Selected Alternative and is consistent with multiple uses planned for the area. (Please refer to 
the FEIS, Environmental Consequences discussions, Chapter III and the Project Files.) 

8. 	 Implementation of the Selected Alternative will not affect critical habitat for Threatened and Endangered 
species  (please refer to Section VI.B., Endangered Species Act, and the FEIS, Aquatics, pages III-5 
through III-80; Wildlife, pages III-154 through III-193; and TES Plants, pages B-5 through B-14). 

9. There are no right-of-way grants being issued as part of the activities. 

10. 	 & 11. The road construction associated with this project is designed according to standards appropriate 
to the planned uses, considering safety, costs of transportation and effects upon lands and resources. 
(Please refer to Attachment C of this decision, and the FEIS, Chapter II, page II-24; the environmental 
consequences discussions throughout Chapter III of the EIS, which address effects of proposed roads 
in relation to each resource, and Appendix F - Transportation.) 

12. 	Applicable Federal, State, and local air quality standards will be met (please refer to Section VI.D., 
Clean Air Act, the FEIS, page II-23, and the Project Files, “Air Quality”). 

Vegetation Manipulation (36 CFR 219.27(b). The following statements address vegetation manipulation 
requirements of the National Forest Management Act: 

1. 	 Be best suited to the goals stated in the Forest Plan.  The Forest Plan allocated National Forest 
system lands in the analysis areas to Management Areas 1, 4, 6, 9 and 19. Goals for each 
management area are described in detail in the IPNF Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Chapter III). After 
review of the expected environmental consequences of the various alternatives (EIS, Chapter III), I 
believe the Selected Alternative is well suited to initiate Forest Plan direction and meet the multiple-
use goals established for the area. Please refer to Section VI.I.1, Forest Plan Consistency. 

2. 	 Assure that technology and knowledge exists to adequately restock lands within five years 
after final harvest.  Technology and knowledge does exist to comply with this requirement (IPNF 
Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report, 1998, page 7). 

3. 	 Not be chosen primarily because they will give the greatest dollar return or greatest output of 
timber (although these factors shall be considered).  Economic factors were considered in my 
decision; however, the Selected Alternative was chosen primarily based on the benefits to the 
environment and responsiveness to Forest Plan goals and public desires. Please refer to the 
Financial discussions in the EIS (pages III-205 through III-210). 

4. 	 Be chosen after considering potential effects on residual trees and adjacent stands.  The 
analysis considered the effects on residual trees and adjacent stands (Chapter III of the EIS, Forest 
Vegetation discussions, pages III-80 through III-125). These effects were considered in my decision. 
find the treatments that will occur under the Selected Alternative are designed to protect reserve trees 
and adjacent stands, including riparian areas, to the extent possible. 

5. 	 Be selected to avoid permanent impairment of site productivity and to ensure conservation of 
soil and water resources.  The use of Best Management Practices (BMPs), avoidance of problem 
soil areas, regulation of yarding and site preparation operations, and the application of specific 
measures under the Selected Alternative will assure that site productivity is maintained and soil and 
water resources are protected. Please refer to the EIS, Chapter II, pages II-20 through II-22, Aquatics, 
pages III-5 through III-80; and Project Files, “Soils.” 

6. 	 Be selected to provide the desired effects on water quality and quantity, wildlife and fish 
habitat, regeneration of desired tree species, forage production, recreation uses, aesthetic 
values, and other resource yields.  After review of the EIS, I find that the Selected Alternative will 
provide the desired effects on vegetation resources within the project area, and will have acceptable 
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effects on water, wildlife, and soil resources. Please refer to the discussions of effects to resources in 
Chapter III of the EIS. 

7. 	 Be practical in terms of transportation and harvesting requirements and total costs of 
preparation, logging and administration.  Data presented in the EIS and Project Files relative to 
transportation, economics and harvesting requirements indicate to me that the Selected Alternative is 
feasible and practical.  Please refer to the Financial discussions in the EIS, pages III-202 through III-
210, Appendix F – Transportation, and the Project Files (Transportation). 

Silvicultural Practices (36 CFR 219.27(c). No timber harvest, other than salvage sales or sales to 
protect other multiple-use values, shall occur on lands not suitable for timber production [16 U.S.C. 
1604 (k)]. 

Guidelines for determining suitability are found in the Forest Plan, and proposed harvest units are within 
productive habitat types as described in the Forest Plan. All of the commercial timber harvest will occur within 
Management Areas 1, 4, 6, and 19 as described in the Forest Plan. These Management Areas are considered 
suitable for timber management (FEIS, pages II-5 and II-6). 

Even-aged Management (36 CFR 219.27(d).  When timber is to be harvested using an even-aged 
management system, a determination that the system is appropriate to meet the objectives and 
requirements of the Forest Plan must be made. Where clearcutting is to be used, it must be 
determined to be the optimum harvest method [16 U.S.C. 1604 (g)(3)(F)(i)]. 

The Selected Alternative will employ the use of even-aged management systems (regeneration harvests) on a 
total of 1,408 acres in 11 harvest units. The location and shape of openings that will be created by timber 
harvest under the Selected Alternative will achieve the desired combination of multiple-use objectives. No 
clearcutting is planned. 

I have reviewed the silvicultural information in the EIS and Project Files and the site-specific management 
objectives within the Forest Plan and have determined that even-aged management practices are the 
appropriate method to achieve the multiple resource objectives on the sites selected for harvest. 

IX.  Consistency With the Goals of Other Agencies and the Coeur d'Alene 
Tribe 

US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA): Proposed activities in the project areas were discussed 
throughout the process with representatives from this agency. During scoping, Richard B. Parkin submitted 
comments (DEIS, Appendix A). Their key concerns related to water quality, including Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) and Best Management Practices. They concluded that our analysis must show that there would 
be no degradation to water quality as a result of this project. We responded to their comments in the DEIS 
(Appendix A, pages A-3 through A-5). Our analysis included the information they had recommended (such as 
cumulative effects, Best Management Practices, identification of water bodies potentially affected, etc.). 
Project Team Leader Glenn Truscott spoke with EPA representative Andy Smith to answer several of their 
questions (Project Files, “Public Involvement,” Document SCO-35). 

EPA reviewed the DEIS and assigned a rating of EO-2, Environmental Objections, Lack of Information (FEIS, 
Appendix A). Because there was no preferred alternative identified in the DEIS, their rating was based on 
Alternative 5, which proposed the most aggressive vegetative restoration of all alternatives. Alternative 8, 
which I have selected for implementation, was developed based on public comments on the DEIS, and had not 
yet been presented at the time of EPA’s review. We responded to their comments in the FEIS (Appendix A, 
pages A-26 through A-28). Their key concerns were related to water quality and effects of harvest activities, 
with questions regarding recruitment old growth allocation. The Selected Alternative, developed based on 
concerns such as these, will have substantially less impact to water resources than Alternative 5, on which 
they based their review and rating. The modifications I have identified for the Selected Alternative should 
further alleviate their concerns by eliminating the harvest in units located in stands that may have some 
characteristics of old growth, reducing the total amount of harvest by nearly 500 acres. 
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On January 30, 2002, a letter was received from EPA, stating that they had reviewed the FEIS and concluding 
that it adequately discloses the impacts and benefits from the Iron Honey Resource Area project and 
adequately responded to their comments on the DEIS (Project Files, Public Involvement). 

US Fish & Wildlife Service: Proposed activities in the project areas were discussed throughout the process 
with representatives from this agency. US Fish & Wildlife Service did not provide written comments during 
scoping or during review of the DEIS, but did participate in a field trip to the area (October 1998) and in other 
discussions with project team representatives regarding wildlife habitat needs and concerns.  As provided by 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, US Fish & Wildlife Service representatives reviewed our analysis 
and determination of effects to ensure that we have provided the best data available concerning the 
anticipated impact on listed species or critical habitat. In their January 17, 2002 letter (please refer to 
Attachment D), they concurred with our findings. 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG):  Proposed activities in the project area were discussed several 
times throughout the process with biologists from this agency, in meetings and during field trips to the area. 
IDFG did not provide comments during scoping, but did comment during DEIS review. We responded to their 
comments in the FEIS (Appendix A, pages A-16 through A-18). In their written comments, key concerns 
related to our ability to fund and implement the watershed restoration activities, and then to defer further land 
management activities in the area for an extended period of time. They also identified concerns related to 
impacts to wildlife. They recommended a compromise between Alternatives 2 or 7 and Alternative 6, which 
would have reduced risk with greater watershed restoration than was originally presented in either of 
Alternatives 2 or 7. In response, we developed Alternative 8, which was presented in the FEIS. IDFG did not 
provide comments on the FEIS. In selecting Alternative 8 for implementation, I believe we have addressed 
their concerns through the identified modifications. 

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ):  Proposed activities in the project areas were discussed 
throughout the process with representatives from this agency. DEQ did not provide comments during scoping. 
During DEIS review, comments were received from two DEQ representatives: Diane Riley provided comments 
regarding air quality; June Bergquist expressed concerns related to water quality. We responded to their 
comments in the FEIS (Appendix A, pages A-14 through A-16). In April 2001, team members made a 
presentation to DEQ representatives that focused on the features and anticipated effects of Alternative 8 
(Project Files, “Public Involvement,” Document DEIS-25). DEQ representatives also attended a presentation 
we made to the Four County Natural Resources Committee and Coeur d'Alene Area Chamber of Commerce in 
December 2001. After release of the FEIS, we received comments from Gwen P. Fransen, Regional 
Administrator of DEQ. We have responded to her comments in Attachment E of this decision document. She 
concluded that if all mitigation is carried out in a timely manner, there will be a net reduction of sediment under 
Alternative 8, consistent with IDAPA 58.01.02.054, and states that Alternative 8 is consistent with the TMDL. 
She also identified concerns related to roads, harvest in riparian zones, and livestock grazing. 

Coeur d'Alene Tribe: The Tribe receives the Forests’ Quarterly Schedule of Proposed Actions (Quarterly 
Report), and indicates interest in proposals that could affect on their interests. The Iron Honey proposal was 
first listed on the Quarterly Report in October 1996, and will continue to be listed through at least the first 
quarter of 2002. The Tribe has expressed no concerns, support or objections to the project. 
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X.  Appeal Rights 

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 215. A written Notice of Appeal must be submitted 
within 45 days after the date of notice of this decision is published in the Spokesman-Review newspaper. The 
Notice of Appeal must be sent to the Appeal Deciding Officer (Regional Forester): 

USDA Forest Service, Region 1

Attn: Appeals Deciding Officer (RFO)

P.O. Box 7669

Missoula, MT  59807


It is the appellant’s responsibility to provide sufficient written evidence and rationale to show why my decision 
should be remanded or reversed.  An appeal submitted to the Appeal Deciding Officer becomes a part of the 
appeal record. An appeal must meet the content requirements of 36 CFR 215.14. As a minimum, the Notice 
of Appeal must include: 

�a statement that your document is an appeal filed according to 36 CFR part 215 

�your name, address and, if possible, telephone number 

�the decision being appealed by title and subject, date of decision, and name and title of the Responsible Official 

�the specific changes you want to see in the decision or the portion of the decision to which you object 

�a statement of how my decision fails to consider comments previously provided either before or during the 
comment period specified in 36 CFR 215.6 and, if applicable, how you believe the decision violates law, 
regulation, or policy 

An appeal will be dismissed if the preceding information is not included in the Notice of Appeal. If no appeal is 
received, implementation of this decision may occur five business days from the close of the 45-day appeal 
period. If an appeal is received, implementation may not occur for 15 days following the date of appeal 
disposition. 

XI. Implementation 

Land Exchange – Easement:  Historic records show that a fee-strip of land was retained by the U.S. 
Government for a forest road through the private ownership at Horse Heaven. However, it appears that the 
location of the fee-strip does not match the location of the existing road (Road 794) through the area, and 
never did.  Nor could a right-of-way easement be found for the Colt Mountain Road (Road 2346). Construction 
of the Colt Mountain Road was started in 1934; the road has been both used and maintained by the Forest 
Service since that time. As part of the Selected Alternative, an easement will be sought for the existing 
location of Road 794 in exchange for the present fee-strip. At the same time, an easement will be sought for 
the present location of Road 2346. This type of land inter-exchange is permitted under the Small Tracts Act. 

Contract Options:  Congress recently gave the Forest Service the authority to test a way of working with the 
public on projects that combine harvest of forest products with land restoration activities. The concept is called 
"land stewardship contracting." As the national timber sales program has shifted its emphasis in the direction 
of using timber harvesting as a tool to promote forest health, the limitations of timber sale contracts (used 
exclusively for activities related to the removal of timber) and service contracts (typically used for management 
tasks unrelated to timber harvesting) have become readily apparent. The stewardship contracting authority 
does not replace either the timber sale contract or the service contract, but it does empower resource 
managers with an innovative tool to use in instances where both timber removal and service related functions 
are required. In so doing, the stewardship contract gives us greater flexibility when working cooperatively with 
our partners in the private sector. A key concept of this approach is that we can use values generated from 
forest products or user fees to offset the costs of additional services rendered under a single contract, thus 
making resource improvements in a more timely and cost-effective manner. 

Stewardship Contracting authority gives the Forest Service the opportunity to initiate timber sales while 
integrating other elements into the timber sale contract that involve activities such as: watershed restoration, 
wildlife and fisheries habitat restoration, noxious weed control, road/trail maintenance or reclamation, fuel 
reduction, prescribed burning, and thinning to improve forest health. The value of timber or other forest 
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products removed can be used to offset the expenses of the other activities.  The use of stewardship contracts 
provides another tool to help increase the effectiveness of public land management, especially where funding 
may not exist to accomplish needed ecosystem restoration. 

In the context of the Iron Honey project, we have identified harvest units in the Iron Creek drainage that we 
plan to offer in exchange for watershed restoration services, including culvert removal, road obliteration, and 
in-stream restoration activities. For additional discussion of how use of stewardship contracting will affect the 
funding of activities, please refer to Section V.H. Financial Considerations. 

Schedule of Activities:  The following table identifies the anticipated implementation schedule for activities 
under the Selected Alternative. 

Table 15. Approximate schedule of activities. 

Activity Alt. 8 
Road construction/ reconstruction 2002-04 
Timber harvest 2003-07 
Prescribed burning 2004-08 
Tree planting 2005-09 
Watershed restoration 2002-12 

The Selected Alternative concentrates the disturbance of this project into about a 10-year timeframe. It is my 
intent that following completion of the activities authorized by this decision, sufficient time will pass to allow the 
long-term benefits of aquatic and vegetative restoration to be fully realized before implementing additional 
major resource management activities. Conditions of the ecosystem will be monitored as provided by the 
Forest Plan and for this project (please refer to the monitoring discussions in this decision and in the FEIS, 
Appendix C). Should conditions change extensively (for example, if a large-scale wildfire or other natural 
disturbance occurred in the area), management would be re-evaluated under 40 CFR 1909.15 (Chapter 18). 

In their January 17, 2002 letter, the US Fish and Wildlife Service supported development of a management area 
classification that would ensure this situation, and recommended that definitive and measurable recovery criteria 
and goals be developed that will facilitate effective evaluation of the watershed’s response to the treatments. 
Such a management area classification does not currently exist, but will be evaluated through the ongoing Forest 
Plan revision effort for the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. 
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ATTACHMENT A

HARVEST OPENINGS GREATER THAN 40 ACRES 


The following table identifies those units that will exceed 40 acres, either due to the size of the proposed unit, 
or the size of the unit in conjunction with adjacent openings. 

For the purpose of this analysis, past regeneration harvests were no longer considered created openings when 
both vegetation and watershed conditions met management objectives. In addition, stands regenerated prior 
to 1980 were no longer considered openings. 

Table A-1.  Proposed harvest openings greater than 40 acres. 

Unit # Unit Acres Adjacent Opening 
Size (Acres) 

Total Opening 
Size (Acres) 

4 56 219 
5 0 146 
6 0 46 
7 0 175 
8 0 266 
9 0 58 

10 0 189 
11 0 60 
12 0 118 
13 0 56 
16 0 127 

166 
146 

46 
175 
266 

58 
189 

60 
119 

56 
127 

The Regional Office has reviewed this proposal and approved these units (Project Files, Vegetation). 
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ATTACHMENT B

OPPORTUNITIES 


The following are projects that could complement and improve resource conditions within the project area. 
These projects are not considered mandatory for project implementation nor are they guaranteed to be 
implemented; they may be accomplished if funding becomes available. The anticipated effects of 
implementing these activities have been considered as disclosed in the FEIS (Chapter III) and briefly 
discussed below. 

Opportunities to Improve Aquatic Resources 

Improvements to channel stabilization and fish habitat could be achieved by placing wood in streams. There 
are also many opportunities to further reduce road related sediment loads in the drainage. All roads not 
identified as part of the long-term transportation plan will be available for road removal activities. The work will 
be implemented as additional funding becomes available. The work consists of the removal of roads, their 
associated road channel crossings, and the removal of additional low standard riparian roads located in the 
drainage headwaters. The analysis of effects to aquatic resources considered the effects of removing 
additional stream crossings, and displayed in the FEIS (Chapter III, “Aquatics”). There is also the opportunity 
to improve riparian vegetation along Iron Creek. Additional information regarding the implementation and 
effects of this type of rehabilitation work is provided in the FEIS (Chapter III) for each appropriate resource, 
and in the Project Files (Aquatics). 

Opportunities to Improve Forest Vegetation 

Opportunities for vegetation restoration include 956 acres of precommercial thinning and 587 acres of white 
pine pruning. The effect of these treatments will be to improve the growth and vigor of planted or naturally 
regenerated trees in stands that were harvested in the past. Precommercial thinning stands are prioritized to 
treat those stands with a large component of early seral species (white pine, western larch and ponderosa 
pine) first.  This will allow these species to better compete with the more shade-tolerant species so they can 
better provide the desired forest structure and composition.  Pruning of white pine reduces the potential of 
infection by white pine blister rust and also improves the tree's ability to survive infection by removing infected 
branches.  Pruned trees have a better chance of reaching maturity and contributing to the desired forest 
structure and composition. 

The following table identifies those stands in the Iron Honey Resource Area where there is an opportunity to 
accomplish thinning or pruning activities. 
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Table B-1. Pruning and thinning opportunities in the Iron Honey Resource Area. 

Stand # Activity Acres Thin 
Priority 
Rating¹ 

Trees per 
acre 

(TPA)2 

Estimated percent of crop trees by 
species (following thinning) 

Pruning 
Priority 

30201009 prune 32 1,130 35% white pine high 
30202012 prune 38 1,575 8% white pine low 
32002031 prune 36 1,231 4% white pine low 
30202035 prune 41 1,685 17% white pine mod 
30202038 prune 25 1,708 37% white pine high 
30202039 prune 31 2,353 42% white pine high 
30202046 prune 42 1,668 0% white pine low 
30202052 prune/thin 14 23 440 0% white pine low 
30202053 prune 14 1,000 24% white pine mod 
30203005 prune 14 1,150 26% white pine mod 
30203006 prune 31 1,323 32% white pine high 
30203009 prune 19 768 26% white pine mod 
30203016 prune 26 1,120 15% white pine mod 
30305030 prune 29 1,212 22% white pine mod 
30305031 prune 28 1,481 24% white pine mod 
30305033 prune 15 833 63% white pine high 
30305035 prune 7 440 14% white pine low 
30305044 prune 13 693 44% white pine high 
30305045 prune 2 768 high 
30401014 thin 8 15 1,460 70% grand fir/Douglas-fir low 
30401015 thin 8 15 1,460 70% grand fir/Douglas-fir low 
30401016 thin 6 15 1,460 70% grand fir/Douglas-fir low 
30501007 prune/thin 28 17 1,121 89% grand fir/Douglas-fir,  8% white 

pine 
low 

30502007 prune/thin 9 14 Grand fir/Douglas-fir/Western hemlock low 
30502009 prune/thin 39 16 513 83% grand fir/Douglas-fir/Western 

hemlock, 5% white pine 
low 

30502010 prune/thin 31 20 583 71% grand fir/Western 
hemlock/Douglas-fir, 11% white pine 

low 

30502016 prune/thin 21 17 1,025 97% grand fir/Western 
hemlock/Douglas-fir, 3% Western larch 

low 

30505001 thin 111 14 866 92% grand fir/Douglas-fir low 
¹ This is based on the IPNF Precommercial Thinning Prioritization Criteria. 
² Trees  per acre on the site  includes both crop and noncrop trees. 
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ATTACHMENT C 
TRANSPORTATION 

Existing Condition 

Approximately 288 miles of existing roads are found within the Iron Honey Project Area: approximately 166 
miles of system roads (of which approximately 45% are open at this time) and approximately 122 miles of 
non-system roads. There are approximately 21,600 acres (33.9 square miles) of land within the project area. 
Thus the current average density of existing roads for the resource area as a whole is approximately 9 miles 
per square mile. All roads within the project area consist of a native or gravel surface.  A list of existing roads 
within the project area is in the Transportation Plan (Project Files, Transportation). This list contains the 
number of inventoried culverts for the roads that have been inventoried, as well as any current restrictions on 
the road. The diameter of these culverts, along with the amount of fill over each one, was used in the Risk 
Analysis for the project area. 

Road 332 provides access into the project area from the north. This road also forms the northern boundary 
of the project area. Road 437 allows access into the area from the west. Road 209 provides access from the 
south and Road 258 runs along the eastern boundary.  Many of the interior roads were built for timber harvest 
and are either brushed-in or have access to them restricted by a gate or earth barrier. The open roads in the 
area are designed to pass a moderate volume of multi-purpose traffic involving a variety of forest uses, from 
recreation to timber and heavy-equipment transport. 

About 14 miles of road have been obliterated as part of past restoration projects and are now classified as 
“historical” roads. This means they are no longer functioning as a road, although there may be sections of 
road prism existing that do not pose a hydrologic risk. 

Please refer to the enclosed Transportation System maps. 

Development of the Long-term Transportation System 

The long-term transportation system for the Iron Honey portion of the Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River 
was developed over a period of several years.  The District was analyzing the entire road system for the 
Coeur d’Alene basin (called “Access Management”) at the same time the Interdisciplinary team was working 
on the Iron Honey environmental analysis. We assessed the existing conditions on the Iron Honey area 
using the 6-step, Ecosystem Assessment at the Watershed Scale process, completed in January 1998 
(Project Files, Alternative Development). This assessment pointed directly at the road system in the area as 
contributing to undesirable changes to the hydrologic integrity of the ecosystem. The project hydrologist and 
fisheries biologist made recommendations to correct problems such as stream network expansion, failing 
culverts, stream-encroaching roads and in-stream erosion. 

To assess the environmental effects of the road-by-road changes to access, a Transportation Plan was 
formulated for the Iron Honey area, in concert with the rest of the resource planning. The driving force of this 
plan was twofold: reduce sedimentation to the watershed, and reduce the costs of maintaining the road 
system by eliminating unneeded roads. This plan took the proposed changes from Access Management and 
documented the road-by-road changes in a spreadsheet (Project Files, Transportation). The spreadsheet 
displays only those roads that were deemed to have a high or moderate priority of reducing sediment were 
included in the spreadsheet, along with their road management objectives set forth by these planning efforts. 
Similar information was provided in map form, which was presented to the public during numerous meetings 
and presentations. 

Removal of “high priority” roads that are recognized as being in serious need of rehabilitation is part of the 
watershed restoration to occur under the Selected Alternative (and was a “feature” of all action alternatives in 
the FEIS). The “moderate” priorities are those roads that have some needed rehabilitation, but the funding to 
do the work is not insured. These are addressed as “opportunities” in the FEIS and in this decision (please 
refer to Attachment B). “Low priority” roads were recognized as not being needed in the future but 
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unnecessary to treat at this time. A large proportion of the low priority roads were brushed in, impassable, 
and without serious erosion potential.  Most were non-system roads. 

Effects of the Long-term Transportation Plan 

The long-range transportation system for this alternative will consist of a total of approximately 59 miles of 
road within the project area. Road use in the project area is based on the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger 
District Travel Plan. This plan leaves approximately 47 miles of road open to public motorized use within the 
area. Those roads not designated as open but shown on the long-range transportation system map as stand-
tending roads will be open only when needed for administrative use (there are approximately 12 miles of 
these roads). The total road density would decrease to and become stable at approximately 1.7 miles of road 
per square mile of land once all measures called for in the long-range transportation plan are in place. These 
changes have been considered and reviewed through an extensive public involvement process under both 
the Access Management Environmental Assessment and the Iron Honey Environmental Impact Statement. 

Roads Analysis Process 

As described in Section VIII.H. Forest Service Road Management and Transportation System Rule, one of 
the tools developed to meet objectives of the revised road management policy is an integrated, science-
based roads analysis process (RAP). The six-step process allows objective evaluation of the environmental, 
social and economic impacts of proposed road construction, reconstruction, maintenance, and 
decommissioning (USDA Forest Service, 1999, Misc. Rep. FS-643). The process does not make decisions 
nor allocate lands for specific purposes. Rather, the analysis identifies and addresses a set of possible 
issues and applicable analysis questions that, when answered, produce information for forest line officers to 
consider about possible road construction, reconstruction, and decommissioning needs and opportunities. 
Line officers must also choose the appropriate geographic scale or scales and how detailed the analysis will 
be. Selecting the appropriate scale for assessing roads opportunities depends on the issues being analyzed 
and how their effects are manifested; the extent and nature of linkages with other ecological, social, and 
economic systems; the nature of variables under the control of the decision process; the information 
availability and value in relation to the range of potential consequences; and budget and personnel 
constraints (Roads Analysis: Informing Decisions about the National Forest Transportation System, USDA 
Forest Service, 1999, pg. 4). 

Since the Iron Honey project was initiated in 1996, this analysis tool was not available to us at the time the 
Iron Honey proposal was being developed and analyzed. Consequently, the transportation analysis was 
initially conducted based on existing information and guidelines provided in the Forest Plan.  The 
management of each road was determined based on the logging systems plan under each alternative. In 
reviewing the new roads analysis process, we found we had already completed a substantial amount of the 
analysis. We have since completed documentation of the roads analysis information, which is part of the 
Project Files (“Record of Decision”). 
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ATTACHMENT E

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND COMMENT


Public Involvement Activities 

The public has served as a source of information to us, helping to identify current uses, problem areas, and 
ideas for managing the area.  They have also been a sounding board, reviewing our work and providing 
comments and suggested changes. The public involvement process followed the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act as set forth in 36 CFR 215 (Notice, Comment and Appeal Procedures for 
National Forest System Projects and Activities), 40 CFR 1502.19 (Circulation of the Environmental Impact 
Statement) and 1503 (Commenting), and Forest Service Handbook 1909.15 (Environmental Policy and 
Procedures). The activities discussed below have been summarized in Tables 2, 3 and 4 of this decision. 

Scoping 

The first step in the process is “scoping” (refer to 40 CFR 1501.7). This process is designed to inform the 
public and other governmental agencies of a proposed action and determine the potential issues associated 
with a proposed action that are significant to the decision. The public was first notified of this project through 
the "Quarterly Schedule of Proposed Actions" for the Idaho Panhandle National Forests, beginning in the 
October 1996 issue and continuing through the current issue. 

In the fall of 1996, we began gathering information about the conditions in the Resource Area, and thinking 
about what needs to be done to improve the health of the forest and water resources that are so important to 
fish, wildlife and people. After visiting the area with members of the public, we shared our early findings 
through news releases and letters to interested members of the public, and asked how they thought the area 
should be managed. Over the next couple of years, we added more details to these ideas, and took a look at 
what would occur if we were to set each of the concepts into action. In addition to the proposed activities, our 
analysis considered the effects of past activities, ongoing activities, and those activities that could reasonably 
be expected to occur in the future. 

Once we determined the basic features of our project area (such as the specific drainages we would be 
looking at and the current condition of the resources), we invited members of the public to join us on a field 
trip to the area to discuss conditions and management options for the area. Those who took us up on the 
offer included Chip Corsi and Brian Helmich (Idaho Fish and Game), Earl Frizzell and Eric Schubert (North 
Idaho Fly Casters), Shireene Hale (Panhandle Health District No. 1), and Esther McDonald and Mike White 
(Panhandle Trail Riders Association). 

On our October 4, 1997 field trip, we visited four sites. The first was in the Sob Creek drainage, where we 
walked up Road 1525 to view the remains of an old log flume and discuss the history of the area and the 
effects of past management on the watershed. About 100 yards further up the road, a 30-year old clearcut 
has been regenerated and now has a stand of young trees growing. We talked about the current health of 
forests in the area, timber management needs, and the importance and character of our old-growth stands. 
The second site was up the Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, off Road 1532 in the Iron Creek drainage. 
We looked at a stable, well-functioning section of the river and discussed the features that made it healthy. 
At the third site, about three-quarters of a mile up Iron Creek, we viewed an area where people hill climb with 
4-wheel drives, motorcycles and other ATV’s. We talked about how popular motorized recreation has 
become, and the effects on natural resources. 

The fourth and final site visited on the field trip was also up Iron Creek, where the stream has overflowed its 
banks and cut a new channel through an old roadbed. We discussed problems related to stream crossings 
and the need for large wood in the stream to slow the flow of water, as well as other issues related to stream 
health. We shared information about our field trip discussions in a letter to interested members of the public. 

In March 1998, we declared our intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement through publication of a 
Notice of Intent in the Federal Register and a legal ad in the newspaper of record (Spokesman-Review). In 
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April 1998, we provided interested members of the public with an update on the project through a letter. In 
October, 1998, we conducted another tour of the resource area, this time with Suzanne Audet of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. We visited several sites to look at forest vegetation patterns, structure, and 
fragmentation of timber stands in the Iron and Honey Creek drainages, We explored ideas to improve both 
fish and wildlife habitat. We also discussed potential funding sources for getting the necessary road 
rehabilitation and other restoration work done. We shared our field trip discussions with the rest of the 
interested public through a letter, and invited them to share their observations and concerns. 

Although several people indicated an interest in the project, only three comment letters were received (from 
Richard Parkin of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Jeff Juel of the Ecology Center, and Mike 
Mihelich of Kootenai Environmental Alliance). Their concerns were identified and addressed in the Iron 
Honey DEIS (refer also to the Project Files, Public Involvement – Scoping). We used their comments and the 
recommendations and comments generated during our field trips to develop our initial proposal and 
alternative strategies for management of the Iron Honey Resource Area. Because some of these strategies 
could result in significant environmental impacts, we determined we needed to complete an environmental 
impact statement (EIS). 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

It took us a year and a half to complete the analysis and documentation. We documented what we learned 
and responded to public comments in a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which was distributed to 
interested members of the public in April 2000. We notified the general public of its’ availability through a 
Notice of Availability in the Federal Register and with a legal ad in the Spokesman-Review newspaper. We 
asked the public and other agencies to take a look at it and let us know what course of action they’d like to 
see occur. We shared our initial analysis findings with interested members of the public and other agencies 
through numerous presentations, meetings, field trips, news articles, radio interviews and telephone 
conversations (documented in the Project Files, Public Involvement). After 45 days of review, we had 
received 10 letters offering comments on the project. These letters came from John Bentley and Mike 
Mihelich (Kootenai Environmental Alliance), Diane Riley and June Bergquist (Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality), Sara Denniston (Idaho Rivers United and Idaho Conservation League), Greg 
Tourtlotte (Idaho Fish and Game), Jeff Juel (Ecology Center and Alliance for the Wild Rockies), Troy Tvrdy 
(Idaho Panhandle Chapter of Trout Unlimited), and Richard Parkin (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). 
Some of these comments led to the development of Alternative 8. Other comments were used to improve our 
analysis and documentation. 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Based on what we heard from the public and additional information we gathered, we prepared a FEIS. In 
addition to responding to public comments, the FEIS thoroughly described the parts and pieces of the Iron 
Honey Resource Area, the options for management, and our predictions as to the consequences of our 
actions, whether we intensively manage the area or walk away. We shared our final analysis findings with 
interested members of the public and other agencies through numerous presentations, meetings, field trips, 
news articles, radio interviews and telephone conversations (documented in the Project Files, Public 
Involvement). 

Although no public review of a FEIS is required, we chose to provide the public 30 days in which to review the 
Iron Honey FEIS, prior to issuing the Record of Decision, because of the level of interest in the project, and 
the fact that a new alternative, based on public comments on the Draft, was formulated and analyzed in the 
Final.  At the end of the 30 days, we had received 23 letters representing 14 individuals, 8 organizations, 1 
political office and 1 state agency.  Of the 23 written comments, only 4 had previously provided comments on 
the project (Jeff Juel, John Bentley, Mike Mihelich, and Idaho Department of Environmental Quality) had 
previously provided comments on the project). Nine of the 14 individuals provided almost identical 
comments, which appear to have been based on information provided to them by environmental 
organizations, since the website of one of the environmental organizations recommended the public use that 
same wording when commenting. Only one of these 9 individuals had previously expressed an interest in the 
project, therefore the other 8 were not on our mail list to receive copies of the EIS. Those who commented 
are identified in the table below, followed by our response to comments or concerns not previously raised, 
and copies of their letters. 
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Table E-1.  List of those who provided comments on the FEIS. 

Cmt # Name Representing 
Johnston, Don Four County Natural Resources Committee 
Chinn, Brad Individual 
Attemann, Rein Individual 
Kuhle, Teya Individual 
Halloran, Mr. & Mrs. J.E. Individual 
May, Tom P. Individual 
Gerhart, Doris Individual 
Bradburn, Steve Individual 
Juel, Jeff Ecology Center 
Pickard, John C. Individual 
Kiver, Eugene Individual 
Bentley, John Individual 
Ellis, Carol Individual 
Pischner, Don House of Representatives, State of Idaho, District 4-B 
Sams, C. Richard Coeur d'Alene Area Chamber of Commerce 
Laufer, Laura Individual 
Zilliger, Laura Individual 
Fransen, Gwen P. Idaho DEQ – Regional Administrator 
Zanetti, Kathy Shoshone Natural Resources Coalition 
Mihelich, Mike Kootenai Environmental Alliance, The Lands Council 
Weller, Susan Kootenai Environmental Alliance, Coeur d'Alene Audubon 

Society 
22 Rosenberg, Barry Kootenai Environmental Alliance, The Lands Council, Idaho 

Sporting Congress 
23 Hopkins, Duane Individual 

Comment Letter 01 

Don Johnson provided comments on behalf of the Four County Natural Resources Committee. He had not 
provided comments earlier in the process. He expressed his appreciation for our presentation on the Iron 
Honey project, and noted his support for the activities that would re-introduce white pine back into North 
Idaho. 

Comment Letter 02 

Brad Chinn provided comments against the Iron Honey project, asserting that the “proposed welfare sale” 
needs to be canceled because “the environmental degradation resulting from destructive logging will be 
unacceptable.” He had not provided comments earlier in the process. Referring to the project as a “welfare 
sale” infers that the project would involve a below-cost timber sale. First, forest management activities 
(including commercial timber harvest) are planned based primarily on the effects to resources, not economic 
gain.  Secondly, the Selected Alternative would generate more funds than costs. Also, the short-term impacts 
of implementing the Selected Alternative are far outweighed by the long-term benefits to the vegetation and 
watersheds, and the habitat they provide. 

Mr. Chinn advised, “You need to set your timeframes on public comment on a better schedule. The 
December 31 deadline looks like you intent to conceal this entire issue by using the time of year as a cover.” 
Mr. Chinn assumes that review of the FEIS is the first time the public has heard of the Iron Honey proposal, 
when in fact we first notified the public of our proposal over six years ago. Throughout the process, we have 
informed and involved the public through mailings of the Forest’s Quarterly Schedule, notification in the 
Federal Register, legal advertisements and news articles in several area newspapers, public field trips, 
presentations to interested individuals and organizations, and mailings that included a scoping letter, DEIS, 
FEIS and numerous updates. 

In closing, Mr. Chinn gave his opinion that, “If the Forest Service performed its job in the public interest, we 
wouldn’t need all these citizen groups looking over its shoulder!”  Although Mr. Chinn did not define what the 
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“public interest” should be, it can be assumed based on his comments regarding “destructive logging” that he 
believes public interest would be best served by halting timber harvest.  Those who would prefer to halt 
timber harvest on public lands are only one segment of the public, and to serve only this segment (or any 
other segment to the exclusion of others) would not be in the best interests of society as a whole. 

Comment Letters 03, 04, 05, 06, 08, 11, 13, 16 and 17 

Nine individuals (Rein Attemann, Teya Kuhle, Mr. J.E. Halloran, Tom May, Steve Bradburn, Eugene Kiver, 
Carol Ellis, Laura Laufer, and Laura Zilliger) provided almost identical comments expressing concern that 
heavily logging 1,919 acres would result in damaged soils from heavy equipment, increased flooding that 
could wash heavy metals downstream to the point of detrimentally affecting the Rathdrum Aquifer, and 
negating the benefits of approximately $359 million dollars of cleanup work that has occurred under the 
Coeur d'Alene Basin Cleanup Project. With the exception of Rein Attemann, none of these people had 
previously indicated interest and were therefore not on our mailing list to receive copies of the EIS.  Each of 
these nine letters contained very similar wording, as stated earlier. Two points will be addressed in response: 
Damage to soils; and increased flooding and heavy metals transport which might have the potential to negate 
cleanup benefits. 

Cumulative impacts to soils were analyzed using a technical process that considers those factors determined 
to have an effect on soils, such as log skidding, roads, etc. The specific impacts of these activities are 
detailed in the “Soils” section of the project files, and the Methodologies portion of Soils (FEIS 3.4.2) tiers to 
this detailed technical analysis.  Impacts are calculated using site-specific stand information, thus the 
boundaries do not change, nor is the analysis flawed because of a boundary change. Additional information 
has been added to the Project Files that clarify the analysis methods described there. Overall affects, based 
on this cumulative analysis are summarized in Chapter III – Soils, beginning on FEIS pg. III-125. Activities 
that were deemed to be having no effect to soils either individually or cumulatively (such as grazing) were 
dismissed in Table II-1 (FEIS pg II-11). Several activities, such as prescribed fire, landslides and off-road 
vehicle use were ignored because they were determined to have either no effect, or such a slight effect that 
they would not induce changes to soils on a scale that would be meaningful to this analysis.  They were also 
not even listed as issues. This approach was deemed to be consistent with direction at 40 CFR 1502.2(a) 
“Environmental impact statements shall be analytic rather than encyclopedic”, and (b) “Impacts shall be 
discussed in proportion to their significance”. 

The concern related to flooding and movement of heavy metals identified in these letters is based on 
misinformation. Effects to water were measured at three scales, as described in the FEIS and Summary: 1) 
individual watersheds, 2) the entire resource area, measured for the total Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene 
River above Hudlow Creek, and 3) an extended cumulative effects area, measured for the Little North Fork 
Coeur d'Alene River above Skookum Creek (please see Figure 5 in this decision).  This area was used to 
reflect cumulative effects because it represents the maximum extent for which cumulative effects might be 
measurable (FEIS, page III-8).  At each of the three points, there is the potential for slight increases in 
sediment and peak flow over the short term – so slight as to not be measurable by a gauging station. Since 
the increases in sediment and peak flows are so slight as to not be measurable at the Little North Fork Coeur 
d'Alene River above Skookum Creek, there is no way that project activities could result in flooding or 
movement of heavy metals. No physical response would extend to or be measurable in the Coeur d'Alene 
River or Coeur d'Alene Lake.  No effects would reach the Spokane River or Upper Columbia River. 

Over the long term, sediment delivery would be substantially reduced under the Selected Alternative, leading 
to an increase in streambank stability (FEIS, page III-71). The watershed benefits from improvement 
activities such as road obliteration and instream improvements are greater than the potential impacts from 
management activities (FEIS, page III-70). 
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Comment Letter 07 

Doris Gerhart commented on the effects of large-scale logging and roads on the North Fork Coeur d'Alene 
River, especially sediment and erosion. She expressed hope that the Iron Honey timber sale is not “an old 
growth forest” as there is too little left as it is. She also encouraged us to resist any pressure from 
Washington D.C. to cut timber. She had not provided comments earlier in the process. 

Past harvest and roads have had serious effects to the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, as described in the 
EIS.  However, the activities that will be implemented under the Selected Alternative are designed to help 
restore the vegetative and watershed health of the area. The short-term effects are far outweighed by the 
long-term benefits to the forest and watersheds, and the habitat they provide. Others who commented echo 
the concern that we might be cutting old growth forest. In order to assure that Forest Plan standards are 
being met, each District has begun to re-assess the status of our allocated old growth. Since public 
comments on the Iron Honey project brought up this issue, this Resource Area was one of the first to be 
reviewed. Data and ground conditions were analyzed and compared against the standing protocol for 
allocation of old growth. Allocation means it meets a set of minimum criteria and is reserved from intensive 
timber management activities. Currently there is allocated old growth within the boundaries of the project 
area. The project activities will not affect these stands. There are also stands within the area that may meet 
the minimum criteria to make them candidates for allocation, but they are currently not allocated. Based on 
the concerns expressed by the public to assure that we manage our old forests wisely, those stands meeting 
the minimum criteria in the Iron Honey Resource Area will not have timber removed through any commercial 
sale until the District-wide review process is completed. 

In response to public and in-service concerns over the amount of allocated old growth in the project area, the 
Selected Alternative increases the amount of allocated recruitment old growth from 3% of the area to 7% of 
the area (an increase of 1,380 acres). 

Forest management is an integral part of the Forest Service’s mission, and timber harvest is just one of the 
tools that can be used. Dale Bosworth, Chief of the Forest Service in Washington D.C. recently stated, “We 
have come to realize that without healthy ecosystems, we cannot sustain the products and uses that our 
communities need for their health and stability. Our central mission in managing the national forests and 
grasslands has shifted from producing timber, range, and other outputs to restoring and maintaining healthy, 
resilient ecosystems.” 

Comment Letter 09 

Jeff Juel provided comments on behalf of the Ecology Center of Missoula, Montana. He previously provided 
comments during scoping and after review of the DEIS, on behalf of the Ecology Center, Lands Council, and 
Alliance for the Wild Rockies.  Mr. Juel’s concerns related to several issues were already identified in his 
earlier comments, and have been addressed in the EIS (incorporating past comments, page A-26; species 
viability, pages A-24 and 25; old growth, pages A-20 and A-23; habitat fragmentation and corridors, pages A-
21 and A-22; and snag habitat, pages A-23 and A-24). Those concerns which were responded to in the Draft 
and FEIS documents will not be repeated here. 

In his letter commenting on the DEIS, Mr. Juel briefly raised the issue of soils as an example, stating “As one 
example of an issue the DEIS does not adequately discuss that is mentioned in our 1/25/2000 letter, consider 
cumulative impacts on soils. The Forest Plan requires the DEIS to disclose the locations of Activity Areas in 
the project area which do not meet Forest Plan standards for detrimental conditions.”  Mr. Juel has provided 
additional discussion of the soils issue. Most of the first 7 pages of Mr. Juel’s letter identify several concerns 
related to the analysis of effects to soils, particularly related to the use of the “15% standard.” He states, “In 
regards to the FS assumption that maintaining soil productivity is achieved simply by limiting detrimental 
disturbance to no more than 15% of an activity area (cutting unit), the scientific adequacy of this methodology 
for maintaining soil productivity on the IPNF has never been demonstrated.” 

As stated earlier, cumulative impacts to soils were analyzed using a technical process that considers those 
factors determined to have an effect on soils, such as log skidding, roads, etc.  The specific impacts of these 
activities are detailed in the “Soils” section of the project files, and the Methodologies portion of Soils (FEIS, 
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Section 3.4.2) tiers to this detailed technical analysis. Impacts are calculated using site-specific stand 
information, thus the boundaries do not change, nor is the analysis flawed because of a boundary change. 
Additional information has been added to the Project Files that clarify the analysis methods described there. 
Overall affects, based on this cumulative analysis are summarized in the FEIS, Chapter III – Soils, beginning 
on page III-125. Activities that were deemed to be having no effect to soils either individually or cumulatively 
(such as grazing) were dismissed in Table II-1 (FEIS, page II-11). Several activities, such as prescribed fire, 
landslides and off-road vehicle use were ignored because they were determined to have either no effect, or 
such a slight effect that they would not induce changes to soils on a scale that would be meaningful to this 
analysis.  They were also not even listed as issues. This approach was deemed to be consistent with 
direction at 40 CFR 1502.2(a) “Environmental impact statements shall be analytic rather than encyclopedic,” 
and (b) “Impacts shall be discussed in proportion to their significance.” 

With respect to the comment on the “scientific adequacy of the methodology,” the above-mentioned analysis 
is based on soils monitoring data collected on numerous sites, that has been analyzed by the Forest Soil 
Scientist, to create a model capable of reflecting cumulative changes to soils. The resultant outputs of this 
“Spreadsheet Model” are designed to compare against the Forest Plan standard for detrimental disturbance. 
While the new Spreadsheet Model was not available at the time the technical soils analysis occurred, the 
coefficients that are intrinsic to this model’s operation were used in the hand calculations throughout the 
documents that are in the Project Files. These coefficients are specific to the type of disturbance, as well as 
specific to the soils that occur on the Idaho Panhandle. Annual monitoring of the parameters for these 
coefficients has resulted in only two revisions since the inception in 1993 of this analysis tool. The results of 
this monitoring have lead to information that is site-specific to the soils of the IPNF. This has allowed us to go 
beyond the generalized “operational precepts” that are excerpted by Mr. Juel from Bosworth 2000, and we no 
longer adhere strictly to this cited clarification memo, which was primarily applicable to soils in Montana. It is 
only one of many guiding documents that were used in this analysis (see Soils References file). 

The contention that the Forest Plan limit for detrimental soil disturbance does not meet the guidance set forth 
in NFMA is a question best answered at the Forest Plan scale, and is thus outside the scope of this project 
analysis. 

Mr. Juel asks, “Why are the results of past monitoring (monitoring of both past project impacts and general 
forest plan impacts) not relevant to the managers now proposing similar logging projects?” He did not raise 
this issue in his comments on the DEIS. The answer to his question is: results of past monitoring are 
relevant, and were used by team specialists in their analysis of existing conditions and anticipated effects. 
Methodology discussions in the FEIS demonstrate the use of recent surveys and field reviews to identify 
existing conditions: 

• 	 The existing condition discussion was developed from many information sources and using a variety of tools, 
including field surveys, aerial photographs, Geographic Information System (GIS), hydrologic response techniques 
and models (such as WATSED) and other watershed and aquatic data derived by the Forest Service and other 
sources (page III-6). 

• 	 The disturbance factors represent an average percentage of detrimentally disturbed soils, which has been 
obtained through past monitoring methodology on existing harvest units – Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation 
Reports 1988, 1993, 1997 and 1999 (page III-126). 

• 	 The interpretations of modeled estimates for National Forest System (NFS) watersheds are combined with other 
data, analyses, inventories, and other information and professional judgment to address the entire watershed, 
including that portion downstream of NFS lands (page D-1). 

• Existing wildlife habitat was identified using timber stand exams (page III-153). 

• Field reviews were used to further identify goshawk-nesting areas (page III-61). 

• 	 Surveys for Coeur d'Alene salamanders found populations in Lewelling Creek. In addition, later surveys found 
several potential habitat sites…(page III-172). 
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Use of past monitoring, surveys and other studies is further demonstrated throughout Chapter III (and other 
sections) of the FEIS by numerous references; for example, 

• USDA Forest Service, 1998.  Idaho Panhandle National Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report 

• Lider and Techau, 1994.  Taft Bell Sediment and Fisheries Monitoring Project 

• Lukens, Bjornn and Van Gundy, 1976.  Wolf Lodge Creek Cutthroat Trout Studies 

• 	 Rieman and Apperson, 1989.  Status and analysis of salmonid fisheries: Westslope cutthroat trout synopsis 
and analysis of fishery information 

• 	 USDA 1998a.  Fuels Management – 1987/88 Douglas-fir Beetle kill sites, fuel accumulation survey and risk 
implications 

• 	 Zack, 1995.  Northern Idaho Forest Ecosystems: Historic conditions and current trends in Forest Succession, 
Fire, Timber Harvest, and Landscape Pattern 

• 	 Lockman and Gibson, 1998.  Trip report on visit to various locations on Kootenai National Forest regarding 
Douglas-fir bark beetle infestations 

• USDA Forest Service, 1996.  Status of the interior Columbia basin: summary of scientific findings 

• USDA Forest Service, 1998.  Northern Region Overview – Detailed and Summary Reports 

• ICDC, 2001.  Rare plant occurrence records 

• Lichthardt, 1998.  Monitoring of rare plant populations on the Clearwater National Forest 

• 	 Lorain, 1990.  Field investigations of Botrychium (moonworts) on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests, Idaho 
Dept. Fish & Game 

Clearly, field surveys and monitoring of past activities were used in the effects analysis for the Iron Honey 
project. 

Comment Letter 10 

John C. Pickard provided a list of broad concerns and reasons he opposes the Iron Honey project. He had 
not indicated an interest or commented earlier in the process. His letter provided almost identical comments 
to Comment Letters 03, 04, 05, 06, 08, 11, 13, 16 and 17, but voices specifically his opposition to clearcuts: 
“A plan to clearcut virtually 1919 acres of forested land. Any clearcut is unacceptable, especially where 
flooding occurs regularly.” There are no clearcuts under the Selected Alternative. Virtually all of the harvest 
will be accomplished using the shelterwood with reserves method. Under this method, some trees are 
retained throughout each unit for the purposes of regeneration, shade, and snag habitat. Harvest will occur 
on approximately 1,408 acres in a total of 11 harvest units located within the Iron and Solitaire Creek 
drainages (an additional 230 acres of selective harvest will occur in order to gather wood to be used in stream 
restoration activities). These 1,408 acres represent 13% of the Iron Creek watershed, 15% of the Solitaire 
Creek watershed, 31% of the face drainages of the Upper Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, and 7% of 
the total acres in the Iron Honey Resource Area. 

As stated earlier, effects to water were measured at three scales, and there is no measurable tie between the 
harvest in this proposal and increased flooding. At the smallest scale at which watershed effects were 
analyzed, there is the potential for slight increases in sediment and peak flow over the short term – so slight 
as to not be measurable by a gauging station.  Since the increases in sediment and peak flows are so slight 
as to not be measurable at the Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River above Skookum Creek, there is no way 
that project activities could result in flooding or movement of heavy metals. No physical response would 
extend to or be measurable in the Coeur d'Alene River or Coeur d'Alene Lake. No effects would reach the 
Spokane River or Upper Columbia River. 

Over the long term, sediment delivery would be substantially reduced under the Selected Alternative, leading 
to an increase in streambank stability (FEIS, page III-71). The watershed benefits from improvement 
activities such as road obliteration and instream improvements are greater than the potential impacts from 
management activities (FEIS, page III-70). 
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Comment Letter 12 

John Bentley has been an active participant throughout this project, provided comments orally and in writing, 
indicating he is opposed to the Iron Honey proposal. Mr. Bentley previously commented on the project on 
behalf of the Kootenai Environmental Alliance; his recent letter appears to have been made as an individual. 
Mr. Bentley’s comments do not raise new issues, but provides additional discussion as to his earlier concern 
related to erroneous information on fires risk, and sources of sediment. I will address his comments on fire 
risk first and then cover the subject of sediment sources. 

Mr. Bentley contends that this area of the Coeur d’Alene basin is a moist area, and therefore does not pose a 
high-risk hazard of intense uncontrolled wildfires. His assertion is correct that it is indeed a moist area, and 
that contention is supported throughout the vegetation and fire discussions in the FEIS. However, to assume 
that a moist area is not at risk of stand replacing fires is contrary to all of the evidence provided in the FEIS, 
that tiers to and includes by reference the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Assessment, the Coeur 
Geographic Assessment, and other relevant scientific findings, such as those quoted by Mr. Bentley from A 
Wildfire Hazard Risk Assessment for the Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District. The point being that moist 
areas such as the Coeur d’Alene basin burn with stand replacing wildfire intensities on a cycle of 90 to 150 
years, and when they do so, those fires cover 100’s to hundreds of thousands of acres, which is evidenced by 
the age structure and fire history sampling in this area. There is no “created illusion” that this risk is present, 
it is a fact of the conditions on the analysis area and the disturbance regimes that have led to today’s forests. 

Mr. Bentley also contends that while the contributions of the existing road system to peak flow changes are 
adequately acknowledged, the IPNF “are strangely silent on any contribution to peak flows caused by 
overstory removal.  The FEIS describes the changes to peak flows using the Watsed model and qualitative 
discussions throughout the Watershed section.  These discussions adequately address the minor changes to 
flows at the tributary scale, and show why these minor changes do not translate to measurable changes 
further downstream. This finding is confirmed by the Idaho Department of Envrionmental Quality. During 
discussions with the DEQ about TMDL’s on the North Fork, Geoff Harvey has stated on numerous occasions 
that his investigations do not show a positive correlation between forestry practices in this basin and 
measurable changes in peak flow downstream (at gauging stations such as the one at Enaville). 

Another point that Mr. Bentley makes is that there is “no evidence or information submitted that 
quantifies…stream crossings (as a) source of this sediment”. This statement seems to be geared toward the 
contention that the FS is concentrating their analysis on roads and crossings as sediment sources, and 
ignoring the potential sources caused by peak flow changes. All potential sources are addressed in the FEIS, 
some are recognized as much more impactive, such as culvert and road failures, than other sources, such as 
instream erosion potentially exacerbated by minor changes in peak flows. On the ground observations have 
consistently pointed to crossing failures and washed out riparian roads as being the major producer of the 
sediment that has degraded the streams in the analysis area. It would be short-term folly to ignore the 
vegetation conditions that need to be rehabilitated, in favor of concentrating on only the sediment-producing 
aspects of the ecosystem. 

Comment Letter 14 

Don Pischner commented on behalf of the State of Idaho House of Representatives District 4-B (Kootenai, 
Shoshone and Benewah Counties), and made oral comments during several of our public presentations. He 
expressed his support of the active forest management represented that will occur under the Iron Honey 
project, and included a copy of “Western Legislative Forestry Task Force Resolution 01-1,” endorsing the 
concepts incorporated in the Iron Honey project and urging its implementation under Alternative 8. 
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Comment Letter 15 

C. Richard Sams provided comments on behalf of the Coeur d'Alene Area Chamber of Commerce, urging 
implementation of Alternative 8 based on anticipated economic and environmental benefits of harvest and 
regeneration and benefits of watershed restoration activities. He had not provided comments earlier in the 
process, although the Coeur d’Alene Chamber was represented at one of our public presentations in Wallace. 

Comment Letter 18 

Gwen P. Fransen provided comments on behalf of the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). 
Earlier comments were received from the Idaho DEQ after review of the DEIS from Diane Riley (Air Quality 
Management Unit, Boise) and June Bergquist (Water Quality Compliance, Coeur d'Alene). Ms. Fransen 
provided a summary of the “North Fork Coeur d'Alene Sub-basin Assessment and TMDLs,” which includes a 
sediment TMDL for the entire North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, and concludes that “if all mitigation is 
completed in a timely manner, there will be a net reduction of sediment, consistent with IDAPA 58.01.01.054, 
which requires no increase or a net decrease of the pollutant of concern.” She further states, “While 
Alternative 6, which contrasted to Alternative 8, offers a more desirable restoration package…we believe both 
Alternatives 6 and 8 are consistent with the TMDL. Even with these restoration efforts, further sediment 
reduction in this watershed may be necessary until beneficial uses are fully supported.” Ms. Fransen also 
identified three remaining concerns with Alternative 8 that are discussed below: 

First, she expressed concern with the potential for stream sedimentation from the reconstruction of 30 miles 
of unused roads. She suggests further minimizing the amount of roadwork necessary for timber harvest. The 
Idaho DEQ did not identify this issue as a concern in their previous written comments. Approximately two-
tenths of a mile of new road will be built for timber removal; this road will be high on the hillslope, well away 
from stream channels, and is not expected to impact streams (FEIS, page III-32). Approximately 29 miles of 
road reconstruction will occur under the Selected Alternative, consisting of brushing (removing trees growing 
in the roadbed), blading, shaping and replacing an estimated 21 culverts.  The effects of this work are 
accurately analyzed in the FEIS, and described in this decision document. 

Secondly, Ms. Fransen expressed concern with harvesting of trees within Riparian Conservation Areas, 
stating, “Although not currently listed as impaired due to temperature, data indicates that the Little North Fork 
does not meet the State temperature criteria. Additional riparian harvesting should be minimized to reduce 
further contribution to this impairment.” The Idaho DEQ did not identify this issue as a concern in their 
previous written comments. The riparian harvest that the DEQ refers to where a proposed temporary road 
crosses a Riparian Habitat Conservation Area (RHCAs), and vegetative disturbance could occur along 165 
feet of riparian area. There are over 78 miles of stream within the Iron Honey Resource Area. Harvest 
activities in 165 feet represents less than 4/100ths of one percent of the total streamside area, and does not 
represent a substantial impact to the watershed. Effects of harvest related activities on stream temperatures 
are addressed in the FEIS on page III-53: “The small amount of riparian harvest, in combination with its 
localized effect, would not result in a significant cumulative effect…” and in Appendix D, page11: “Research 
has documented that the single greatest means of increasing stream temperature is to remove that portion of 
the riparian vegetation that blocks direct solar radiation. The Iron Honey project activities would not impact 
existing stream temperatures.” 

And thirdly, Ms. Fransen expressed concern with the potential for livestock grazing in restored riparian areas. 
She recommends that cattle be excluded from newly replanted riparian areas during the re-growth phase. 
Livestock grazing in riparian areas is addressed in a separate analysis, our Draft Grazing EA, on page 67. 
The issue of grazing was addressed briefly in the FEIS (page A-4), and grazing was considered in the 
cumulative effects analyses. “Direct effects to stream conditions as a result of grazing would consist of 
localized areas of bank trampling and erosion, primarily in the lower reaches of Iron and Hudlow Creeks. 
Cumulative effects could include delayed vegetative recovery in portions of the riparian area, but would not 
affect overall stream conditions (Draft Grazing EA, p. 70). Regarding effects of grazing on soils, the following 
statement is made: “The livestock use has not resulted in any concern for soils in the allotment (Range 
Monitoring Results, 2550 Soil Surveys, October 2, 2001),” (FEIS, page III-135). 

Comment Letter 19 
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Kathy Zanetti provided comments on behalf of the Shoshone Natural Resources Coalition, supporting the 
decisions of the Forest Service in regard to managing the Iron Honey Resource Area, based on the need for 
active forest management. She also explained her reasons for not supporting Alternative 1 (the No-Action 
Alternative), again based on the need for active forest management. She had not provided written comments 
earlier in the process, but participated during presentations to the Shoshone Natural Resources Coalition. 

Comment Letters 20, 21, and 22 

Three separate comment letters were received from three people (Mike Mihelich, Susan Weller and Barry 
Rosenberg) stating that their comments were on behalf of the Kootenai Environmental Alliance (KEA), in 
addition to representing other organizations: 

• 	 Mike Mihelich provided comments on behalf of KEA and The Lands Council.  (John Bentley also submitted earlier 
comments on behalf of the KEA, but his recent letter appears to represent himself as an individual.) He previously 
submitted comments during scoping and after review of the DEIS on behalf of KEA. Jeff Juel of the Ecology 
Center had commented earlier on behalf on The Lands Council. 

• 	 Susan Weller provided comments on behalf of the KEA as well as the Coeur d'Alene Audubon Society.  She did 
not submit any previous comments on the project, and no one else submitted earlier comments on behalf of the 
Audubon Society. 

• 	 Barry Rosenberg is the third person to provide comments on behalf of KEA, and states he is also commenting on 
behalf of The Lands Council and Idaho Sporting Congress.  He did not submit any previous comments on the 
project.  As stated earlier, Jeff Juel of the Ecology Center had previously commented on behalf on The Lands 
Council; Idaho Sporting Congress did not submit any earlier comments. 

Because these three people all state they are commenting on behalf of KEA and all used the KEA letterhead, 
we will respond to their comments as if they were one entity. Most of the issues identified were raised in 
KEA’s earlier letters, and responded to in the FEIS (pages A-7 through A-13). Those concerns which were 
responded to in the Draft and FEIS documents will not be repeated here - we have focused our response on 
those issues not addressed earlier or where additional discussion is provided. 

Mr. Mihelich (Comment Letter #20) provided additional discussion of the stewardship contract, TMDL, soil, 
and grazing issues. He states, “The Iron Honey FEIS does not mention or discuss the issue of Stewardship 
contracts that are planned as part of the proposed logging.  This is in spite of information that was released 
by the Forest Service to members of Kootenai Environmental Alliance (KEA) and the Lands Council (TLC) on 
November 8, 2001 during the Iron Honey field trip. The complete lack of any information, analysis and data 
regarding Stewardship Contracts and the Iron Honey FEIS is a significant NEPA issue…The lack of 
Stewardship Contract Information in the FEIS requires that a Supplemental FEIS be written.” 

As Mr. Mihelich pointed out, members of the project interdisciplinary team openly discussed the possibility 
that stewardship contracts could be used to implement the project. In describing when activities could occur, 
it was also noted in the Summary of the Iron Honey Resource Area (page 13) that “The project team is 
looking at using a “stewardship” contract to implement timber sales and accomplish sale-related restoration 
work. Under this type of contract, virtually all of the watershed restoration work (such as removing and 
upgrading culverts, or obliterating and recontouring sections of road) is done by the timber sale purchaser 
before or at the same time as the timber harvest. This is different from our standard contract, where the 
timber harvest occurs first (with only a portion of the necessary road work), generating funds that are used to 
contract the watershed restoration work. Using the stewardship sale contract could change the schedule for 
implementation and accomplishment.” 

The use of stewardship contracts is not “part of the proposed logging.” Stewardship contracts are part of 
project implementation, and have no bearing on the project proposal or analysis of effects to the environment. 
NEPA does not require analysis of how a timber sale contract is implemented, only that it is implemented so 
that activities occur as designed to ensure effects are within the scope of those predicted during analysis. 
Effects of implementing restoration activities before or concurrent with other project activities was analyzed 
(and in fact recommended) in the analysis of effects to aquatic resources: “If the aquatic resource 
improvement work can be implemented prior to harvest activities, it can be expected that the erosional 
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processes in both headwaters and lower reaches will be reduced and that a trend toward recovery would be 
initiated more rapidly than leaving conditions as described under Alternative 1 (FEIS, page III-33). 

Mr. Mihelich asserts, “The Supplemental FEIS must include language that indicates whether the 1998 Idaho 
Administrative code, as cited on page 79, Chapter III of the FEIS, supersedes TMDL regulations found in 40 
CFR 130.7 and Section 303(d) of the Act.” He further states, “The Act does not allow for a net increase in the 
pollutant of concern (sediment). The Forest Service’s statement in the FEIS, at A-16 of Appendix A, that 
Section 303(d) allows for an increase in pollution to an impaired water body such as the main stem of the 
Little North Fork Coeur d'Alene River is not accurate.” 

KEA did not identify this concern in their earlier comments.  Gwen P. Fransen (Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality) provided a summary of the “North Fork Coeur d'Alene Sub-basin Assessment and 
TMDLs,” which includes a sediment TMDL for the entire North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, and concludes that 
“if all mitigation is completed in a timely manner, there will be a net reduction of sediment, consistent with 
IDAPA 58.01.01.054, which requires no increase or a net decrease of the pollutant of concern.” She further 
states, “While Alternative 6, which contrasted to Alternative 8, offers a more desirable restoration 
package…we believe both Alternatives 6 and 8 are consistent with the TMDL.” 

Mr. Mihelich identifies concerns related to soil loss and compaction, stating, “Logging with conventional 
ground-based equipment will cause unusually large amounts of soil compaction because of the very large 
areas to be treated. Removing over 26 million board feet of timber will further degrade soils and impact soil 
productivity. The loss of the A Horizon for soils that have trees or equipment dragged through them is likely, 
but the long-term impacts of this action are not disclosed.” He expresses concern that site-specific analysis 
and testing apparently has not been done, and lists a number of “protocols” to be tested, with references 
supporting his information. 

The soils issue is discussed in detail in Section V.D of this decision, including measures designed to protect 
soils, and mitigation measures to reduce effects to soils. 

It is refreshing that the references listed in Mr. Mihelich’s comment letter are some of the same sound 
scientific findings used to support the Upper Columbia River Basin, Coeur d'Alene River Basin Geographic 
Assessment, Northern Region Snag Protocol, Inland Native Fish Strategy, and Soil Wood Guidelines. It is 
ironic, however, that Mr. Mihelich concludes, “…we have cited numerous studies that look at decay rates, soil 
productivity, the relationship of soil organisms, bryophytes, fungi, arthropods and lichens to the soil resource. 
With the exception of a brief mention of mycorizzal fungi, none of these are discussed in the FEIS,” (page 16 
of his comments). In fact, these references are the basis for the protective measures described in the FEIS 
(pages II-20 through II-28) and in this decision document (Section V.D.). 

Mr. Mihelich contends, “the FEIS fails to adequately consider the cumulative effects of the effects of this 
project on livestock grazing. Through this project, a considerable amount of additional “range” will be created 
through logging and road building.” The amount of range available for livestock grazing is not created 
through timber harvest and road building. Grazing is permitted on an allotment basis. Activities under the 
Iron Honey project will not change the existing allotment nor add any new allotments. The issue of grazing 
was addressed briefly in the FEIS (page A-4): “It is anticipated that the alternatives will have very little, if any, 
effect on the movement or management of the cattle because there are so few cows using the area and most 
of their use follows the riparian areas.” Grazing was also considered in the cumulative effects analyses. 
“Direct effects to stream conditions as a result of grazing would consist of localized areas of bank trampling 
and erosion, primarily in the lower reaches of Iron and Hudlow Creeks (USDA Forest Service, 2001, Draft 
Grazing EA, pp. 66-67). Cumulative effects could include delayed vegetative recovery in portions of the 
riparian area, but would not affect overall stream conditions. In terms of water quality, nutrient loading and 
pathogens would not decrease and could inhibit support of beneficial uses, including cold-water biota and 
salmonid spawning (USDA Forest Service, 2001 Draft Grazing EA, p. 70). Regarding effects of grazing on 
soils, the following statement is made: “The livestock use has not resulted in any concern for soils in the 
allotment (Range Monitoring Results, 2550 Soil Surveys, October 2, 2001),” (FEIS, page III-135). 

Susan Weller’s concerns (Comment Letter #21) relate to specific information in the FEIS that she believes is 
inaccurate.  She states there are inaccuracies in the FEIS portrayal of the status of Neotropical birds. Page 
III-188 of the FEIS describes in the first paragraph under Existing Conditions that these species are in general 
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decline, as the Respondent also claims, but also describes that there seems to be a species shift toward less 
desirable species such as cowbirds.  Taken out of the context of this entire paragraph, the specifics of which 
species are declining and which are increasing makes it seem that this information is contrary to commonly 
held assumptions on the status of these species. 

Ms. Weller also discussed her own knowledge of bald eagle presence along the North Fork during breeding 
season. Any sighting information of bald eagles along the North Fork is valuable to the Forest Service, and 
would be used for assessment of effects if a project were proposed in that area. However, our records do not 
show presence where the Iron Honey project could affect them along the Little North Fork (FEIS III-157). 

Ms. Weller contends that logging activities may cause silt to enter the North Fork, inhibiting eagle fishing 
success. The cumulative effects analysis for Aquatics (FEIS III-73) describes no discernable increase in 
siltation, and the Biological Assessment for Bald Eagles describes no discernable effect to Bald Eagles or 
their habitat (which includes foraging capabilities), on the North Fork, which is considered outside any 
potential cumulative impacts. 

She further contends the discussion on black-backed woodpeckers is inaccurate, particularly in the 
woodpecker’s use of Douglas fir habitats that may not be accurately described in the FEIS. The contention is 
that these Douglas fir habitats dominate the project area, and therefore should be considered as abundant 
habitat for black-backed woodpeckers. The last paragraph on page III-90 of the FEIS describes the 
Resource Area as having only 15% in a Douglas fir cover type, and the dry habitats on only 5%. This is part 
of the basis for the statement on FEIS III-169: “The Iron Honey Resource area is inherently low in habitat for 
the black-backed woodpecker because of the lack of lodgepole pine and larch,” because although this 
species may use Douglas-fir habitats, they are also lacking in the Resource Area. There is also some 
suggestion in Ms. Weller’s statement that nesting habitat, and over-mature trees were lacking, which further 
supports our position that there is a lack of habitat for this species. 

Ms. Weller contends that the analysis on fragmentation and black-back’s use of young stands and logged 
areas is flawed, and there are also statements that the current methods of forest management are misguided. 
This is a personal opinion, which is countered by the science that has been applied in the formulation of the 
proposal, the alternatives to the proposal, and the effects analysis that is based on the best available science. 
Since the Iron Honey area lacks the potential of habitats for the black-backed woodpecker, it would not be the 
location to promote this species. 

She questions why white-headed woodpeckers are not addressed in the FEIS. Because of their habitat 
similarities, white-headed woodpeckers and flammulated owls are addressed together throughout the Wildlife 
Section of the FEIS, starting with the Existing Condition for these two species on page III-171. 

Ms. Weller contends that the best references for managing goshawks were not listed or used in the analysis 
of that species. She lists specific references that are only several of the 315 references utilized in the 
creation of Management Recommendations for the Northern Goshawk (1992) which is referenced on page 
III-161, and used throughout the FEIS to promote protection of this species and its habitat. It is also 
interesting to note that Ms. Weller claims that logging has been shown to disturb this species and cause 
reduced occupancy rates of habitat, while in fact at least two of the three analyzed home ranges on this 
heavily logged area are currently occupied by nesting pairs, based on recent survey results. 

Ms. Weller states that the “USFS has no idea if viable populations of any of the species mentioned” exist on 
the Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District. The design of this project and the Biological Assessment are 
founded on providing habitat capable of sustaining viable populations of these species. The Biological 
Assessment was reviewed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and that regulatory agency concurred with 
our findings. 

Ms. Weller noted that Audubon is listed as one of the organizations to receive a copy of the FEIS, and 
protests that they did not. Even though no one from Audubon Society indicated an interest in the proposal, 
we felt it was important that they receive information related to the project, since early information indicated 
that the proposed activities could potentially impact old growth. Copies of the Draft and Final EIS’s were sent 
to Liz Sedler, who had in the past been identified as the area representative for Audubon. Now that 
comments have been received from Susan Weller identifying herself as the representative for Audubon 
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Society, she will be on the project mail list to receive all future mailings related to this project. 

Mr. Rosenberg (Comment Letter #22) identifies several concerns related to wildlife, including Threatened, 
Sensitive, and Management Indicator Species (MIS). Many of his comments acknowledge our analyses, but 
express disagreement with our methodology and findings. 

Mr. Rosenberg asserts we have failed to incorporate scientific findings for snag guidelines into our document, 
and have failed to meet Forest Service guidelines for snags. Item 7.(b) (FEIS page III-193)in Consistency 
with the Forest Plan and other Applicable Regulatory Direction states “Snag requirements for the Iron Honey 
analysis area are described in Chapter II… Based on these features, snag management would meet or 
exceed the requirements identified in the Forest Plan”. This statement can be made because the guidelines 
quoted are set forth in the Northern Regional Snag Management Protocol, which is based on the current 
scientific findings, and this protocol promotes leaving more snags than are required by Forest Plan standards. 

He maintains the Forest has failed to monitor Management Indicator Species (MIS) and to disclose 
population trends of old-growth MIS.  He disagrees with the science we’ve used in our analysis. Mr. 
Rosenberg further contends that we have failed to meet Forest Service old-growth guidelines. The old-
growth (and replacement old growth) issue was raised by KEA in Mike Mihelich’s comments on the DEIS, 
which is responded to in the FEIS (page A-13). Management indicator species are monitored as Item F-1 in 
the Forest Plan Monitoring report. Since this item is done on a 5-year reporting schedule, the 1998 Report 
included this monitoring which discloses trends for MIS.  The reliability, standards, and guidelines pertaining 
to old growth have been questioned in several of our recent proposals. Because of this, and the fact that the 
IPNF is beginning the process of revising the Forest Plan, the District has initiated a process to review the 
status of stands that may qualify as old growth. Several stands in the Iron Honey area meet some of the 
criteria to qualify, and a decision was made to make modifications to the preferred alternative to remove 
these areas from harvest consideration until the review is completed for the District. 

Mr. Rosenberg requests that we consider the Ecology Center’s January 25, 2000 letter to the Forest 
Supervisor as part of his comments on the FEIS. He also refers to and asks that we include as part of his 
FEIS comments “Attachment 1 of the appeal of the East Slate ROD submitted by the Ecology Center, 
Alliance for the Wild Rockies, and the Lands Council, which is a Declaration submitted in the Lands Council v. 
Vaught federal court action against the IPNF and the Colville National Forest.”  In his comments on the Iron 
Honey DEIS (and several other projects on which he commented) Jeff Juel requested that his January 25, 
2000 letter to former Forest Supervisor Dave Wright be incorporated as comments (FEIS, page A-26). The 
Forest Supervisor has consistently responded that such an approach to public comment is insufficient and 
does not meet the requirements for commenting on Forest Service proposals, which requires “specific facts 
or comments along with supporting reasons that the person believes the Responsible Official should consider 
in reaching a decision,” (36 CFR 215.6[b]). Mr. Juel was also advised that many of the concerns he raised in 
his January 25, 2000 letter are more appropriately addressed at the Forest Plan scale or at even a more 
broad scale. Mr. Juel was asked to respond as specifically as possible to project level proposals. 

This same rule applies to the inclusion of other comments as requested by Mr. Rosenberg. His comments 
need to be specific to the project under consideration. “Comments on an environmental impact statement or 
on a proposed action shall be as specific as possible and may address either the adequacy of the statement 
or the merits of the alternatives discussed or both,” (40 CFR 1503.3[a]). Incorporating another’s comments 
on an unrelated project is insufficient. 

Mr. Rosenberg points out that the mitigation sections in the FEIS were incorrectly numbered, and asserts that 
a Supplemental FEIS needs to be done “so the public has the correct wildlife mitigation information.” The 
information presented was accurate regarding mitigation measures to reduce effects to wildlife. In the printed 
copies of the FEIS, pages II-27 and II-28 were simply reversed. Although momentarily confusing, this minor 
error does not warrant a Supplemental FEIS, especially in light of the fact that representatives of KEA were 
provided a copy of the document on compact disk (in which the pages were correct). A supplement to an 
environmental impact statement is appropriate if there are substantial changes to the proposed action that 
are relevant to environmental concerns, or there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts (Forest Service Handbook 
1909.15, Chapter 18, part 18.2).  No such changes or circumstances exist in relation to the Iron Honey FEIS 
at this time. 
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Mr. Rosenberg notes that the mitigation measures call for Unit 6 to be surveyed prior to unit layout, and 
states that the FEIS fails to disclose whether that has been done. A call response survey was completed in 
the early summer of 2001, in and around Unit 6. There was a positive response to the calls, about a half mile 
west of Unit 6. Another survey in the spring of 2002 will be undertaken to pinpoint nest locations, and the 
identified mitigation measures for nesting stands that are discussed in the FEIS will be implemented during 
layout of Unit 6.  In addition, a nesting pair responded to personnel working in the south half of Unit 10. 
Because of the potential location of this nest, that portion of Unit 10 will be eliminated from harvest 
consideration in the Record of Decision, in keeping with the mitigation measures for nest protection. 

He further contends that the FEIS violates guidelines under Forest Service Manual 2621.3(1) and (3), “to 
define area of sufficient size to allow adequate evaluation of the cumulative effects on MIS and an analysis of 
all management activities and collective effects on the distribution and abundance of habitat in space and 
time, on vegetation succession and natural disturbance regimes.” He states there is no indication where 
project subdivisions would be located, their size, and whether this mitigation technique is scientifically 
plausible, and goes on to state that the subdivisions would be inadequate (apparently regardless of their size 
and location), because the cumulative effects on wildlife discusses the West Gold Creek timber sale and the 
Douglas-fir Beetle project activities to be ongoing and coinciding with the Iron Honey project once initiated. 

Use of subdivisions is not a new tool in land management planning, and is often recommended by wildlife 
biologists as a means of reducing disturbance to wildlife. The Wildlife Biologist suggested that the Iron Honey 
area be subdivided into 3 approximately equal divisions, and always retain at least one of these in an 
undisturbed condition during forest management activities. This mitigation is adopted in the ROD and is used 
routinely and effectively on other Forest Service projects. For example, the Horizon Forest Resource Area 
Record of Decision (USDA Forest Service, 1991) used sale division boundaries in implementing activities. 
Actual location of subdivisions was not identified at the time of the FEIS because their boundaries would 
depend upon which alternative was selected for implementation and whether there were any modifications. 
Subdivisions will be identified and addressed under the timber sale contract. 

Despite his acknowledgement of other ongoing activities under other projects, Mr. Rosenberg also states, 
“Therein the FEIS further fails to take into consideration and analyze cumulative effects of the Savant Sage 
Timber Sale post-sale, West Gold Creek Timber Sale and post Douglas-fir Beetle Project activities, violating 
NEPA regulation 40 CFR 1508.7.” As described in the FEIS and in this decision document, effects of 
activities and events that have already occurred are represented in the description of existing conditions. 
Ongoing or reasonably foreseeable activities are listed in the FEIS on page II-11, and were considered in the 
cumulative effects analysis as appropriate for each resource. These include activities under the West Gold 
Creek Timber Sale, among others. Anticipated effects of this sale were taken into consideration (for example, 
on page III-190). reference to the Douglas-fir Beetle EIS on page III-190 is used to describe beetle activity in 
the Iron Honey Resource Area, and the cumulative effects of post-sale activities under the Douglas-fir Beetle 
EIS project (in adjacent areas – no activities were planned in the Iron Honey Resource Area as a result of the 
Douglas-fir Beetle project. 

Mr. Rosenberg also states that the FEIS “fails to provide an extended cumulative effects area map as was 
done to the Aquatic section, p. III-9.  This would enable the public to view the concurrent cumulative effects of 
the West Gold Creek Timber Sale (north of the project area) and Douglas-fir Beetle project (west of project 
area) that lie adjacent to the Iron Honey Analysis Area.” The FEIS (page III-150) explains, “For each species 
analyzed in this chapter, the cumulative effects area has been determined based on the species or guilds 
relative home range size in relation to its available habitat, topographic features (watershed boundaries) 
which relate to how species move and utilize their home ranges, and boundaries that represent the furthest 
extent of effects. Maps depicting wildlife habitat by species are provided in the Project Files (“Wildlife”).” 
Representatives of KEA (John Bentley and Mike Mihelich) have reviewed these project files on multiple 
occasions and have had full access to these maps. It is not feasible to print these maps in the EIS because 
of the large area they cover.  If reduced to a size that would fit in the document, the features would not be 
readable. 

Mr. Rosenberg contends that the Iron Honey project violates NFMA (36 CFR 219.19), which requires habitat 
to be well distributed across a planning area. He particularly questions the adequacy of surveys, 
incorporation of “scientific findings,” and wildlife monitoring, and states, “The FEIS does not disclose if the 
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IPNF is meeting old growth standard 10(b), which requires the FS to ‘Maintain at least 10 percent of the 
forested portion of the IPNF as old growth.’” He later briefly questions the adequacy of the short- and long-
term effect definitions in relation to the fisheries analyses. 

This shotgun approach seems to be directed at the sufficiency of the analysis techniques used to disclose a 
number of effects determinations. The best available science was used in the analysis of effects, and at 
times this science was more protective to species than Forest Plan standards. These variances are 
discussed where they occur. Some of his contentions seem to be questioning the methodologies set forth in 
the Forest Plan and other adopted protocols. These issues are outside the scope of this site specific project. 

Mr. Rosenberg notes that the FEIS is “tiered” to several documents, but “fails to identify what components 
and information is being used and how to analyze issues and concerns. He specifically identifies the failure 
to adopt ICBEMP recommendations and standards outlined in the Interior Columbia Basin FEIS’s proposed 
decision. Until there is Record of Decision that finalizes direction currently set forth as recommendations in 
ICBEMP, the science behind these recommendation are used as the best available information. If a decision 
is rendered on the ICBEMP project, it is likely to result in amendments to the current Forest Plan standards, 
which would then be followed. Those portions of the science of ICBEMP that were applied to this project are 
those that are discussed in the Coeur d’Alene Geographic Assessment, as the next scale of down. This 
information is discussed throughout the FEIS. 

Mr. Rosenberg states, “The FEIS is not user-friendly and littered with reference errors, map legend errors, 
and pages not being in numerical order…thereby violating NEPA 40 CFR 1502.24:  The Forest Service 
cannot make a reasoned decision as to the environmental impacts of a proposed action where information 
contained in an EIS is incomplete or inaccurate…A Supplemental FEIS needs to be done in order to correct 
these errors that would allow for proper public review and participation.” 

As acknowledged earlier, there were instances of reversed pages, and typographic errors (primarily in 
Chapter II). The reversed pages may have been momentarily confusing, but such a minor error does not 
warrant a Supplemental FEIS, especially in light of the fact that representatives of KEA were provided a copy 
of the document on compact disk (in which the pages were correct). Regarding the errors in the comparison 
of alternatives in Chapter II (most of which are obvious because the numbers simply don’t add up correctly to 
equal the total), a closer look reveals that the correct information is provided in Chapter III. A supplement to 
an environmental impact statement is appropriate if there are substantial changes to the proposed action that 
are relevant to environmental concerns, or there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts (Forest Service Handbook 
1909.15, Chapter 18, part 18.2).  No such changes or circumstances exist in relation to the Iron Honey FEIS 
at this time. 

Mr. Rosenberg describes several concerns related to water quality, quantity and fish. He states, “There is no 
justification for any further logging and road construction in the Little North Fork of the Coeur d'Alene River 
drainage given the history of abusive logging and road construction that has occurred within the last 50 years. 
The implementation of Alternative 8 will contribute additional sediment to the affected streams and thus will 
violate the Clean Water Act.” He further disagrees with the modeling and methodology used in the analysis 
of effects to aquatics, for example, WATSED limitations, criteria related to equivalent clearcut areas, and lack 
of monitoring data related to sediment produced by rain-on-snow events. 

I believe that Mr. Rosenberg is not looking at the entire array of problems in the analysis area. The 
Objectives section of the FEIS Purpose and Need (pages I-2 to I-4) describe an ecosystem out of sync with 
its historical range of variability. This includes work needed to rehabilitate the forests and the streams. I 
have reflected the tradeoff between creating short-term effects and long-term recovery in my Record of 
Decision, and will not violate the Clean Water act in choosing the Selected Alternative.  Consistency with the 
Clean Water Act is discussed on FEIS page III-79. In addition, the Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality has submitted comments that agree with our determination, based on our cooperative work on 
TMDL’s for the North Fork of the Coeur d'Alene River. 

Mr. Rosenberg states, “It is our contention that the increase of ECAs from the implementation of Alt 8 will 
increase the risk of flooding and increase the risk of toxic contamination to Lake Coeur d’Alene and the 
Spokane River. The FEIS acknowledges that there will be an increase in water yields and peak flows over 
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their already high levels in all of the drainages proposed to be logged. The existing levels are significantly 
higher than under natural conditions and currently contribute to the excessive flooding of the Coeur d’Alene 
River Basin.  Comments of a similar nature were submitted by John Bentley, and our responses are attached 
to Comment Letter #12, above. 

Mr. Rosenberg lists a number of reasons KEA believes the FEIS does not adequately consider the 
cumulative watershed effects, including rain-on-snow impacts, in-channel and streambank erosion, 
aggradation of sediment; it wrongly interprets the significance of WATSED, does not clearly define short- and 
long-term nor fully consider the short-term effects on aquatic biota; does not do sufficient and specific 
evaluations of the impacts of previous, ongoing, and proposed timber sales; and does not acknowledge the 
relationship between bedload aggradation and the increase in stream temperatures. In reviewing each of 
these concerns, I find that all of these topics are address adequately in the FEIS (Chapter III - Aquatics, and 
in the response to comments in Appendix A). 

Mr. Rosenberg asserts, “The FEIS is in violation of the IPNF Forest Plan because it does not apply the Fry 
Emergence Success standard. This standard is still in effect until it is amended. We do not agree with the 
FEIS when it states the adoption of INFS replaces that standard.” Mr. Rosenberg lists 3 other Forest Plan 
water and fish standards with which KEA believes the FEIS does not adequately demonstrate compliance: 
Standards 1, 2, and 6. He further contends, “The FEIS Alt 8 proposes to build roads within the Riparian 
Habitat Conservation Areas…This violates INFS because the FEIS does not demonstrate how these activities 
will maintain and improve the attainment of the Riparian Management Objectives.” In the EIS, Section 3.2.5 
Consistency with Forest Policy and Legal Mandates adequately addresses these issues. This section was 
bolstered in the FEIS due to similar comments on the DEIS. 

Comment Letter 23 

Duane Hopkins provided comments indicating he is opposed to the Iron Honey project, but did not provide 
specific concerns to which we can respond. 
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